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PART II 


FOUR YEARS OF CRISIS 
(continued) 




CHAPTER m 


From the Bosnian Crisis to the Crisis 

of Agadir 

I THE AUSTRIAN ANNEXATION OF BOSNIA AND 
THE NAVAL SCARE OF 1909 

I 

T he passing of the new German law which hastened the 
speed at which old vessels should be replaced and ordered 
four large ironclads to be laid down every year until 1914 
alarmed the British Government. And its alarm was the greater 
because the Reichstag had passed the new law amid scenes of 
enthusiasm, by an overwhelming majority and without debate. 
In 1900 the Government had with the utmost difficulty extorted 
the Reichstag’s consent to its new programme of naval construc- 
tion. Now on the contrary the party leaders had, it would seem, 
taken the initiative and forced the government departments to act. 
Have I said that the new naval law alarmed the British Govern- 
ment? It would perhaps be truer to say perplexed. For it left the 
Government embarrassed by the very success of that policy of 
ententes inaugurated in 1904 and persistently developed ever since. 
What in fact had the British Government in view when it em- 
barked on this pohey? Negatively, the Foreign Office sought to 
deter the German Government from its attempts to surround 
Britain with a cordon of hostile powers by proving how easily 
Britain could win over all those aUies Germany hoped to array 
against her. But for the complete success of the pohey, something 
more was necessary. It must achieve the positive result of awaken- 
ing Germany to the dangers to which she was exposed in virtue 
of her Continental position, and making her pay more attention 
to her army and less to her navy, so that her statesmen would 
return to the principles which had governed German pohey in 
the age of Bismarck, when exclusively occupied with Continental 
policy, Germany had abandoned to Great Britain, without a 
struggle, the empire of the seas. No such change of front was 
visible at present in Berlin. The German army estimates showed 
only a moderate increase. The naval estimates on the contrary rose 
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by leaps and bounds and during the first year in which the re- 
modelled Liberal Cabinet was in office, the tension between the 
two navies and the two countries became greater than it had yet 
been. 

In that remodelled Cabinet, indeed, the imperialists would seem 
to have gained ground at the expense of their opponents, since 
Asquith became Premier instead of Campbell-Bannerman and 
McKenna succeeded Lord Tweedmouth at the Admiralty with 
the avowed intention of speeding up naval construction. Tlje 
spring and summer witnessed, in fact, a round of those visits from 
one ruler to another which had taken their place amongst tht 
most important ceremonial of European diplomacy and couldi 
justly be claimed as a succession of triumphs, accessions of prestige,' 
for the Foreign Office. In May, President Fallieres came to London ■ 
to be welcomed by the cheers of an enormous crowd. The pretext 
for his visit was the Franco-British exhibition opened a few days 
before and destined for the whole year to cement the new alhance 
between the two cultures. During the official speeches the English 
King spoke of ‘a permanent entente , the French President of ‘a 
closer entente" ? between the two countries. More sensational was 
the King’s visit next month to the Czar. It was the first time in 
history that a British sovereign had visited Russia. The two 
monarchs met on June 5 offReval. The Czar recalled the agree- 
ment concluded the previous year between the two Govern- 
ments, by which questions equally important for both nations had 
been settled. The King mentioned other questions which might 
in future be settled by the same methods. What were they? 
Clearly the reforms which must be imposed upon the Sultan to 
secure the better government of Macedonia. And it would seem 
that the conversations between Sir Charles Hardinge who accom- 
panied the King and the Russian Foreign Minister, Isvolsky, did 
in fact achieve the feat of an Anglo-Russian agreement about the 
Balkans. Had not Sir Edward Grey during the negotiations which 
prepared the Anglo-Russian agreement of 1907 expressly de- 
clared his desire for such an understanding? From that meeting at 
Reval — followed in August by a visit of President FalUeres to 
Petersburg — dates the expression Triple Entente^ to denote the 

^ National Review, June 1908, vol. li, pp. 505-6: *So far . . . there has been something 
wanting to complete and perfect the entente cordiale. So far as France's Russian ally and her 
British friend regard one another with suspicion ... so long was the diplomatic position 
of all three Powers seriously complicated.' And the anonymous writer of the article con- 
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network of understandings between England and France, and 
England and Russia which, in the language of The Times, without 
being aUiances ‘may readily become the parents of alliances, should 
unjustifiable aggression by others ever render alhances necessary'.^ 
Germany took alarm, and its extent was measured by the fall in 
the value of Government bonds on the Berlin Stock Exchange. 
And her fears were increased when on August lo. King Edward 
visited the Emperor of Austria at Ischl, after stopping en route at 
Cronberg just long enough for a short interview with Wilham II. 

Whatever the real subject of the conversations between Edward 
VII and Francis Joseph may have been, it is not surprising that 
this visit, the first paid by the Enghsh King to the Emperor of 
Austria, should have been interpreted by German opinion as the 
expression of a pohey which aimed at breaking up the Triple 
Alhance after constructing the Triple Entente. But at this moment 
events occurred in eastern Europe — they had indeed already be- 
gun before the meeting at Ischl — ^which alarmed all the Foreign 
Offices, seemed at times to be bringing Europe to the brink of 
war, and which after a series of rapid vicissitudes finally enabled 
the German Government to achieve a striking diplomatic victory, 
and display to the entire world a strong Triple Alliance arrayed 
against a weak and disunited Triple Entente. 


2 

The first of these events was the Young-Turk revolution which 
broke out at Constantinople on July 23 after an insurrection 
which lasted three weeks. It was a military revolt led by a revolu- 
tionary committee whose headquarters were at Salonika. It was 
a movement whose causes were deep seated, so deep seated that 
they escaped the notice of superficial observers and the revolution 
took all the governments by surprise beginning with the diplo- 
matic representatives of the Great Powers at Constantinople. But 
the occasion of the revolution, the incident which made it break 

unues under the heading 'A Triple Entente’. 'There is absolutely no reason whatsoever 
why Great Britain and Russia should not form as firm and faithful a friendship as Great 
Britain and France ; and it is the duty of every patriotic Englishman to co-operate to that 
end. Once more King Edward has given the lead.’ See also J. Ellis Barker ‘The Triple 
Entente and the Triple Alliance’ (Nhicteenth Century ^ vol. Ixiv, pp. i, sqq.— July 1908); 
Ellis Barker throughout the article speaks of ‘The Triple Entente’. 

* The Tiwim, June 11, 1908. 


371 



FROM BOSNIA TO AGADIR 

out at this precise date, July 1908, was undoubtedly the Reval 
meeting. 

, Let us recall the antecedents of that interview. Peace had been 
maintained in the East for ten years on the basis of a close under- 
standing between Austria and Russia. Russia regarded the con- 
cession by the Porte in January 1908 of the Sandjak railway to the 
Austrian Prime Minister, Baron Aehrenthal, as a breach of this 
understanding. It was no doubt arguable that when she requested 
and obtained the concession Austria did not exceed her rights 
under the treaty of Berhn, but it was impossible to deny that at 
least it violated the spirit of the agreement between Austria and 
Russia. For Baron Von AehrenthaPs pohtical aims were only too 
plain. By the construction of this railway, the Sandjak, a wedge of 
territory driven between Serbia and Montenegro, would become 
an Austrian zone of influence. Sooner or later the railway would 
be prolonged to Salonika and the old pan-German dream realized; 
Salonika would become a great German or Austro-German port. 
In Russia pan-Slavist opinion took alarm. Isvolsky, the architect 
of the agreement with England, sought to strengthen it by joint 
action of the two powers to force a system of reforms upon the 
Sultan. England by the mouth of Sir Edward Grey, demanded 
the setting up of a system of administrative autonomy in the 
Balkans under a governor chosen by an agreement between the 
Sultan and the Powers. Everyone believed and not without justi- 
fication that at Reval Russia accepted the British proposal, pos- 
sibly in return for certain concessions. What resource was left to 
the Turkish patriots? Could they count on Abdul Hamid to resist 
this first step towards the dismemberment of his empire? He was 
too weak and too corrupt. The malcontents rebelled, putting for- 
ward a programme at once democratic and patriotic. Compelling 
the Sultan to restore the constitution of 1876 they undertook the 
task of setting up in Turkey a system in which the Government 
was in the hands of a Chamber elected by the universal suffrage, 
not of all the Moslems alone, but of all the inhabitants of Turkey 
without distinction of race, language or creed. There would be 
no longer any reason to demand reforms, measures for protecting 
nationahties and faiths oppressed by the Turk. For there would no 
longer be oppressors and oppressed but fellow citizens on a foot- 
ing of complete equality. 

The immediate effect of this sensational revolution was 
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extremely favourable to England. Abdul Hamid’s entire govern- 
ment had been in the pay of Germany. Witliin twenty-four hours 
all his pro-German counsellors were in prison and the German 
Ambassador, Baron Marschall, accustomed hitherto to use the 
language of a master, found himself beleaguered in his embassy 
by the hatred of the entire population. England, on the contrary, 
reaped an unexpected reward for the unpopularity she had incurred 
for so many years with the Sultan’s Government by demanding 
a pohcy of reform. A new Ambassador, Sir Gerald Lowther, 
reached Constantinople on the very morrow of the revolution. 
He was embarrassed by the unrestrained enthusiasm with 
which he was greeted. Noel Buxton, the President of the Balkan 
Committee in London, and the unwearied champion of the 
peoples oppressed by the Turks, was equally disconcerted to find 
himself become overnight a Turkish national hero. Conservative 
and cautious Englishmen, not least the Ambassador himself, re- 
mained pessimistic and sceptical. How solid was the new system? 
And in any case what effect would the revolution produce in 
Egypt and India? But British opinion as a whole gave its confi- 
dence to the Young Turks and carried with it Sir Edward Grey, 
who thought that after all the best way to conciliate the Moslems 
of Egypt and India was to display openly and even advertise his 
sympathy with the experiment in reform on which the Moslems 
of Constantinople had embarked. Marschall consoled himself by 
reflecting that this new-born sympathy of the Turks for England 
was a ‘natural’ phenomenon, one of the infantile diseases of a 
nation adopting for the first time a Liberal constitution. Germany 
herself had suffered from the same malady before Bismarck cured 
her.^ 

Then a second event followed, a reply to the Young-Turk 
revolution, as that had been a reply to the meeting at Reval. On 
October 5 the Prince of Bulgaria declared himself the independent 
sovereign of Bulgaria and not only of Bulgaria in the strict sense, 
whose boundaries had been laid down by the Treaty of Berlin, 
but also of eastern RoumeUa which after 1885 had remained 
nominally a Turkish province though the Prince of Bulgaria was 
its governor. And on October 7 the Austrian Government pro- 
claimed the annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina over which it 

^ Baron von Marschall to Prince von BtQow, September 4, 1908 {Die Crosse Politik . . . 
vol. xxv“, pp. 622-3). 
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as at the time Petersburg and all the capitals pf Europe believed, 
that the Emperor WilUam was behind the aimexation of Bosnia. 
He was informed of Austria’s decision only at the same time as 
the other Powers and in fact, owing to a mistake, not until twenty- 
four hours after the French President. At the moment he was 
extremely vexed by a step which bid fair to embroil him irre- 
trievably with the Turks, and annoyed that Austria had failed to 
observe the decencies of behaviour between allies by consulting 
him first. And the German Press at first displayed annoyance. 
But Chancellor von Biilow, who was a more circumspect state^ 
man and had moreover been informed in advance by the Austrian 
Government, decided to give Austria unreserved support ana 
soon converted the Emperor and pubhc opinion to his point o^ 
view. The struggle, therefore, quickly became a battle between 
Aehrenthal supported by the Emperor William and Isvolsky 
supported, though not without inevitable reservations, by Sir 
Edward Grey or, as they said in Vienna, by King Edward. For the 
King, if we may credit the gossip of court circles, was furious. 
Nothing had been said to him of the matter at Ischl. He had not 
been allowed to play on his return to England that part of Euro- 
pean inquiry agent which he prided liimself on filling so weU.^ 
The legend of ‘King Edward’s poHcy’ made it easy to ascribe to his 
direct influence both the anti-Austrian attitude of the Foreign 
Office and the violent campaign in the British Press against the 
annexation of Bosnia. To the latter the Austrian Press repUed with 
equal violence, and a coolness ensued between the two monarchs 
which lasted for months.^ Before leaving Vienna in November 
for the embassy at Berlin, the Enghsh Ambassador, Sir Edward 
Goschen, received nothing short of a rating from the Austrian 
Prime Minister.® Such insolence would be inexplicable, if Aehren- 
thal had not already felt certain of victory. 

Little by httle the Young-Turk Government drew closer to the 

^ For the false reports which an Austrian journalist circulated in the German Press in 
August 1909 on the subject of Edward VII’s attitude at Ischl, intended to excite German 
opinion against him, sec Mensdorff’s telegram from London, August 2, 1909, his report 
from London, August 19, 1909 and his private letters from London, November 12, 17, 
1909 {Osterreich-Ungarns Aussenpolitik . . . vol. ii, pp. 424-448 and 531, 545). That summer, 
icing Edward attempted m vain to secure an invitation from the Emperor of Austria. 

“ Von Tschirschky to Prince von Billow, Dccembet 16, 1908 {Die Grosse Politik . . . vol. 
xxvi, p. 340). Mensdorff— Despatch from London, November 3, 1908 {Osterreich-Ungarns 
Aussenpolitik . . . vol. i, p. 372). 

® Sir Edward Goschen to Sir Edward Grey, November 5, 1908 (British Documents . . . 
vol. V, pp. 484-5). Wickham Steed, Through Thirty Years, vol. i, p. 293. 
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Teutonic powers. The integrity of the Ottoman Empire had less 
to fear from them. Russia and England were still the enemy. At 
the beginning of October Marschall watched with amusement 
Sir Gerald Lowther silent, depressed, and extremely embarrassed 
to know how to repay the enthusiasm shown for him.^ After all, 
Turkey could accept the loss of these two provinces, already three- 
quarters lost for the past forty years, the more easily because Austria 
had offered from the very first to renounce in return the rights 
over the Sandjak given her by the Treaty of Berlin. Was it not 
indeed the necessity of evacuating the Sandjak which decided 
Aehrenthal to give some compensation to the amour-propre of the 
military party by annexing the two provinces? Let Austria guar- 
antee the Moslems of Bosnia and Herzegovina their possessions 
and religious liberty, pay the Turkish Government an indemnity 
to compensate her for the state lands Turkey had possessed in the 
annexed provinces, and promise to conclude a favourable com- 
mercial treaty and abolish the capitulations. On these terms 
Turkey, the power principally concerned, would undoubtedly be 
willing to separate herself from the other powers and recognize 
the annexation without waiting for the meeting of the Congress 
or Conference. She actually took this step on February 26, 1909. 
It was all very well for the British Press to dwell on the importance 
of the concessions made by Austria and explain them by the 
anxiety of Vienna to put an end to the Turkish boycott of Austrian 
goods. This was untrue, or at least only partially true. The truth 
was that at Constantinople Austrian or Austro-German diplomacy 
was once more gaining the advantage over British. 


4 

At the very moment when it secured this triumph in the 
Levant, Teutonic policy gained an equally decisive victory in 
Paris. At first the Young-Turk revolution had favoured French 
influence at Constantinople as much as British. The Salonika 
revolutionaries had served their political apprenticeship in Paris, 
French was more famiUar to them than English, and their philo- 
sophy was the offspring of French democracy rather than of 

^ Baron von Marschall to the Minister for Foreign Affairs, October ii, 1908 {Die Crosse 
Politik . . . vol. xxvi^ p. 152). 
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English Liberalism. But if the French Ambassador at Constanti- 
nople, Constans, a former Prime Minister, prepared to make good 
use of their friendly feelings, his manner of doing so was not 
entirely satisfactory to his British colleague. He pursued a poHcy 
of financial co-operation between France and Germany which ill 
sorted with the pohcy of the Franco-Russian alliance and the 
Franco-British entente and he expressed himself on the subject 
widi a frankness anytliing but diplomatic. The new EngHsh 
Ambassador who came from Morocco, where for several years 
he had worked zealously to defend French interests against the 
claims of Germany, was disconcerted by the novel situation in 
which he found himself on the Dardanelles and expressed the 
wish to be ‘rid of the Frenchman’.^ But he was not rid of him, and 
it was Constans’ pohcy which found favour for the moment with 
the French Government. During the months which followed — 
the last months of Clcmenccau’s ministry — French pohcy was 
more pro-Austrian and pro-German than at any other time 
during the years which led up to the War. 

France deliberately adopted an attitude of concihation. She 
declared her conviction that the best way to prevent the Bosnian 
crisis leading to war was to satisfy, as far as possible, the claims of 
Austria. Possibly the French Ambassador in Vienna when he 
advised this pohcy cherished the hope of detaching Austria from 
Germany, and there can be no doubt that this was the unavowed 
purpose of the new British Ambassador in Vieima, Sir Fairfax 
Cartwright, who would have been sent to Berhn instead of to 
Vienna, if Berhn had not refused to accept a man whose hatred 
of Germany was so well known. But the intention of the Quai 
d’Orsay in making this attempt to adapt its pohcy as far as possible 
to Austrian interests, was different. Beyond a rapprochement with 
Austria it had a rapprochement with Germany in view.^ 


^ Sir Gerald Lowther to Sir Edward Grey, August ii, 1908. *. . . It will be interesting to 
see how the German Ambassador is treated on his return. All his friends arc now locked up 
and liis position will be difficult. I wish there were a possibility of getting rid of the French- 
man ' {British Documents . . . vol. v, p. 265.) 

* For this rapprochement between France and Germany in the Near East and the part 
played in it by the journalist, Andr^ Tardieu, and the minister, Pichon, see the note from 
Stemrich to von Biilow, September 29, 1908 {Die Crosse Politik . . . vol. xxiv, p. 333). 
Baron von der Lancken to Prince von Bffiow, December 19, 1908 (t)ie Crosse Politik . . . 
pp. 37^4)- Von SchOn to Prince von Biilow, October 10, 1908 {Die Crosse Politik ... vol. 
xxvi, p. 145). A rumour, derived from a rehable source, was current in Vienna that 
Clemenceau himself at this moment had taken alarm at the prospect of finding himself 
involved, as a result of the policy favoured by Britain, in a war with Germany. (Private 
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During the forty years which followed the war of 1870 France 
pursued, if we neglect inevitable deviations, a fairly consistent 
policy. Squeezed between two powers of the first rank, England 
and Germany, she endeavoured to build up a colonial empire by 
the alternative favour of both. It was a difficult and a risky game 
to play but proved in the long run successful almost everywhere 
except in the Nile valley. In 1904 France had obtained from 
England a free hand in Morocco. At Tangier and Algeciras Ger- 
many had reminded her that this was not enough. French diplo- 
macy was now trying to persuade Germany to acquiesce in, if 
not positively to favour, the extension of her influence in that 
country. On the spot where French and Germans were at logger- 
heads the difficulties were very great. But at Berlin the overtures 
of the Quai d’Orsay met with a more favourable reception. For 
on the one hand, the German Government was becoming every 
day more convinced that England would never allow her to gain 
a foothold on the coast of Morocco, and it would surely be worth 
while to save what could be saved of her influence and prestige 
in those regions by an agreement with France. And in the second 
place, there was an entire party in Germany who, from hatred 
for England rather than love of peace, entertained hopes of an 
eventual reconciliation widi France. The Emperor was at the 
head of it and however odd the methods he employed at times, 
he had never lost sight of this goal. 

Therefore, when during the last months of 1908 incidents oc- 
curred in Morocco which a few years before would have brought 
the West to the verge of war — ^Moulai-Hafid’s successful rising 
against the chent of France, Abdul Aziz, and the episode of the 
six deserters from the Foreign Legion who took refuge at the 
German Consulate at Casablanca and were carried off from it by 
force, they were settled amicably. It was in vain that public 
opinion at Paris caught fire. Ana in vain that the British staff 
made plans for military operations to be undertaken in concert 

Letter from Baron Von Achrenthal to the Embassy at Berlin, December 15, 1908; 
Osterreich-Ungams Aussenpolitik . . . vol. i, pp. 602-03). See further on this point Baron 
Von Achrcnthal's earlier report of his interview with Isvolsky at Buchlau in September 

1908 (Osterreicli-Ungarns Aussenpolitik . . . vol. i, pp. 91-92). In January 1909 Pichon sug- 
gested that common action should be taken by France, Germany, and England. Berlin 
rejected the suggestion. Stemrich’s note for Von SchOn, January 22, 1909 (Die Grosse 
Politik . . . vol. xxvi“, pp. 191-92). Prince von Billow to Von Tschirschky, February 6, 

1909 (ibid., p. 197). Prince von Radolin to the Foreign Office February 18, 1909. (ibid, 
pp. 601-02), Prince von Radolin to the Foreign Office, February 19. 1909 (ibid., pp. 605- 
06.) 
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with France. Neither in Paris nor in Berlin was war desired by 
those in control of foreign pohcy, and the Casablanca incident 
had hardly been settled by referring it to The Hague Court of 
Arbitration when negotiations were begun and pushed forward 
with the utmost speed for an agreement between the two nations 
pn the question of Morocco. It was signed on February 9, 1909. 
The French Government undertook ‘not to put any obstacles in 
the way of German commercial and industrial interests’ and the 
German Government in turn undertook not to stand in the way 
of ‘the special political interests of France’ and both Governments 
promised ‘to give a share to each other’s subjects in all under- 
takings for which a French or German firm might obtain a Con- 
cession’. \ 

By this recognition of her pohtical interests in Morocco, France 
began to obtain her revenge not only for Tangier but also (though 
this was denied by the express wording of the agreement) for 
Algeciras. Alone among the powers of the Triple Entente, France 
reaped an advantage from the Bosnian crisis. In itself this was not 
calculated to give pleasure to Russia or England.^ To cause 
anxiety to both was no doubt one of the objects the Wilhelm- 
strasse had in view in consenting to the agreement of February 9. 
But the English had further reasons for anxiety when they scrutin- 
ized the text of the agreement. For the real negotiations which 
had led up to its conclusion had taken place not between the two 
foreign offices but between the financiers and manufacturers of 
both countries. Between the lines of the text could be read an 
understanding in which Krupp and Schneider played an import- 
ant part for a joint development not only of Morocco but the 
whole of North Africa, and joint action not only in North Africa 
but in Turkey. How could this be good news to the British finan- 

^ Sir Arthur Nicolson to Sir Edward Grey, March i, 1909. 'French Ambassador com- 
municated to-day fresh formula to Russian Minister for Foreign Affairs, which the French 
Government suggest should be communicated to Belgrade by the Powers. Minister for 
Foreign Affairs took exception to several points in it. . . . Every country had a right to 
have aspirations, and perhaps in the future Servia might wish to have some frontier recti- 
fications w'lth Turkey and would not tie her hands in the way suggested. These were the 
chief objections wliich occurred to him on a first hasty reading. Russian Minister for 
Foreign Affairs is being much irritated against the French Government.’ Also Sir Louis 
Mallet’s minute: ‘It is very clumsy of the French to be so persistent. . . . Inform Sir A. 
Nicolson that you concur with Mr. Isvolsky in dunking the French proposal objection- 
able ’ {British Documents . . . vol. v, p. 645) The Same to the Same, March 24, 1909: 
‘Algeciras had to be revenged, the “ring” broken through, and the Triple Entente dissi- 
pated. The Franco-German agreement was the first step; and France is a quarter of the 
way towards a fuller understanding with Germany.’ {British Documents . . . vol. v, p. 736.) 
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ciers and industrialists? Sir Francis Bertie informed Sir Edward 
Grey on February 8 that in Constantinople the group of French 
financiers had just broken with the Enghsh financiers and reached 
an understanding with a German group.^ And London was further 
alarmed when the tariff committee in the French Chamber of 
Deputies proposed a general increase of tariffs likely to injure 
British export trade. In pubhc the British Government might 
declare its unreserved satisfaction at a Franco-German agreement 
which was a further guarantee of European peace. In private, Sir 
Edward Grey and Sir Charles Hardinge informed the representa- 
tives of the French Government that it occasioned them no small 
anxiety. France must not allow herself to be duped by the German 
advances. Other questions besides that of Morocco divided the 
two countries. Nor must she forget those difficult days when she 
had been glad to rely on England’s friendship in her struggle with 
Germany. On no account must the entente be dissolved. 


5 

On February 9 the King and Queen of England accompanied 
by tlie Colonial Secretary, Lord Crewe, Field-Marshal Lord 
Grenfell, and Sir Charles Hardinge, visited the German Emperor 
in his capital. It was King Edward’s first visit to Berlin after eight 
years on the throne. The visit had been promised the summer 
before to counteract the bad impression produced in Germany 
by the two royal meetings at Reval and Ischl. It was more neces- 
sary than ever in February after the months of diplomatic tension 
which had followed. The King had become an old man, his bron- 
chial tubes were affected, and he was suffering from the effects of 
influenza. But it would have been disastrous to cancel his visit. 
So he came, braving in the depths of winter the rigours of the 
North German climate. During his visit his health grew worse; 
he had an attack of coughing followed by a fainting fit which 
alarmed his entourage. But he conformed to the exacting cere- 
monial of a spectacular official reception with a courage umversally 
recognized. 

It was not a pleasant visit. Edward VII was unpopular in Berlin 

* Sir Francis Bertie to Sir Edward Grey, February i8, 1909. {British Documents . . . vol. 
V, p. 605). 
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and the police feared hostile demonstrations. These indeed did not 
occur, but the pubhc gave him a frigid welcome. The personal 
relations between the two monarchs were worse than ever in 
consequence of an incident which the previous October had 
astonished and amused the whole of Europe. The Daily Telegraph 
pubhshed the text of the German Emperor’s conversation with 
an English friend. In the course of the conversation WiUiam 11 
recalled all the services he had rendered to England during the 
Boer War — military advice by which the British staffhad profited, 
and diplomatic assistance when he had thwarted the attempts of 
Russia and France to draw him into an anti-English alliance. 
And his friendly attitude towards England was the more meritor-i 
ious because the feeling of his entire people was hostile to her. 
Why did she respond to such generosity with nothing but in- 
gratitude?^ It was strange language and aroused universal indig- 
nation in Germany. It was distasteful both to those Germans who 
disliked England and blamed the Emperor for humbling liimself 
before the great rival power and those friends of peace who 
wished to see the relations between the two countries improve 
and found themselves represented as hating England. In England 
the effect was even worse. The account, partly true, of what tlie 
Emperor had done to help England during the Boer War had an 
insulting air of patronage. Moreover, all Englishmen were aware 
Aat his naval pohey was directly aimed at their country and well- 
informed persons knew that at this very moment the American 
Government at the request of the British was preventing the pub- 
lication of a particular number of a certain review in which 
another conversation of the Emperor’s was reported which was 


November 28, 1908. The article described conversations between 
William and an English host during Iiis visit the previous auhiran. Already on the very 
morrow of the visit the Emperor’s loquacity had caused anxiety to his Government. A 
MMchester pyicr, the Daily Despatch, had pubhshed a conversation of the Kai.ser’s with 
a diplomat of high station’. The sole object of his navy, the Emperor had said was to 
assist the commercial and colomal expansion of Germany by increasing her prestige at sea 
GCTinany entertained no designs of conquest in the direction of Scandinavia, Holland 
Belgium, Switzerland or the Baltic provmces which were completely Russian. And iii 
regard to j^glind the sole desire of German statesmen was to maintain friendly relations 
with ha. The Gaman Ambassador in London published a denial. The Manchester Daily 
Default rephed by proving from documentary evidence that the text of the conversation 
had b^ revised and co^ected at the Embassy. The Germans replied by another and 
more involved dcmal whose sole object was to clear the Emperor. The Daiiy Despatch 
once more pubhshed a triumphant reply. It must be added that though the Emperor’s 
as incorrect in Berlin and the Ambassador was therefore compelled 
to deny it Md Aough the inadent revealed differences of opinion between William and 
his chanceUor, it attracted very little pubUc attention. [The Times. December 4-6, 1907.) 
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one long diatribe against the English. William was obliged to 
make his excuses publicly and promise to abstain in future from 
utterances not previously approved by his ministers. It was there- 
fore a monarch out of humour with himself, out of humour with 
his ministers, out of humour with his people, and above all out of 
humour with the entire British people and their King who bade 
the latter welcome. 

One thing alone was calculated to diminish his ill humour and 
soften his bitter feelings towards his Chancellor, von Billow, 
whom he had loathed since November — the brilliant success the 
latter had just achieved for German diplomacy and indirectly for 
the Emperor himself. The Franco-German agreement was signed 
on the very day Edward VII reached Berhn. The negotiations had 
been hastened so that the signature should not be delayed beyond 
that day at latest.^ Everyone knew that the agreement between 
Austria and Turkey would be shortly concluded and Turkey 
accept the annexation of Bosnia without any interference by the 
Powers. Russia was isolated and humbled, and indirectly England. 
At this meeting in Berlin in February 1909, the conqueror on the 
battlefield of diplomacy was welcoming the conquered. 

Immediately after the royal visit to Berlin, Sir Arthur Nicolson 
wrote from Petersburg to Sir Edward Grey. ‘M. Isvolsky is 
seriously alarmed at the communique which has been telegraphed 
from Berlin as to what passed at the recent meeting. Communique 
states that in the Near East there is a complete understanding 

^ The Emperor William had wanted the agreement signed before Edward VII’s arrival, 
but Jules Cambon who brought it from Paris bearing the signatures of the French minis- 
ters only reached Berhn on the 9th and his train came in after King Edward's. Immediately, 
without losing an hour, Von Schon received Cambon m audience and the agreement was 
signed. (Baron von Sch 5 n ErJebtcs. Beitrage zur politischen Geschichte der neuesten Zeit, 1921, 
pp. 87-88. French trans., pp. 120-22). Cf. Von Kiderlen-Wachter to an anonymou.s 
correspondent, March 7, 1909: 'You will of course have read that we have concluded the 
Morocco agreement which is, I think, a good thing. Between ourselves I may say that we 
have carried it through entirely by ourselves with the French Ambassador, M. Cambon. 
And it’s been a tough job.* Kiderlen continues: 'Here, as at Constantinople, it is with the 
French Ambassador that I get on best. The French I’m convinced really want peace. Our 
English friends, faithful to their old principles, would be none too distressed if we 
slaughtered each other on the Continent while they remained in their island to sell to the 
entire world. ... It would be really too idiotic if we had a European war and slew hun- 
dreds of thousands for the sake of those Serbian swine.* (Ernst Jaeckh Kiderlen-Wachter 
der Staatsmann und Mench. Briefwecsel und Nachlass^ I 9 ^ 4 i vol. ii, pp. 24-25.) Admiral 
von Tirpitz to the Minister of Marine, May 6, 1909. *. . . In this dispute between Austria 
and Serbia England has tried to push France and Russia on. But most characteristically 
France has united with Germany to pour oil on the troubled waters. In any case an “iso- 
lated” England has not dared to go to war over the question.’ (PoliUsche Dokuments, vol. i, 
p. 151.) 
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between Great Britain and Germany. He says this means Great 
Britain has joined Germany and Austria in Near Eastern policy. 
France has come into better relations with Germany and Russia has 
been isolated. Simultaneously with this he learns, from information 
from a good source, which is confirmed by the threatening 
attitude towards Serbia, adopted both by Austrian and Hun- 
garian Press, that Austria intends to present shortly an ultimatum 
to Serbia, which, if not obeyed, will be probably followed by a 
punitive expedition, or execution, as it is termed.’^ For it was 
already apparent and became more evident still at the end of 
February, that the conclusion of the agreement between Austria 
and Turkey and the annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina had 
been directed not so much against Turkey as against Serbia, 
against the danger of a Bosnian insurrection, a possible echo of 
the Young-Turk revolution, perhaps fomented and certainly 
exploited by the pan-Serb agitators of Belgrade. Austria was 
arming, and the existence of a complete understanding between 
the Austrian and German Staffs was certain though the public did 
not know how far it had been actually carried. For at the proposal 
of the Austrian Field-Marshal, Conrad von Hotzendorf, a military 
convention had been concluded between the two staffs with the 
full approval of both Governments arranging for military assis- 
tance to be given to Austria, if a declaration of war by Austria 
upon Serbia were followed by a Russian declaration of war 
against Austria.^ What would France do if Russia declared war ? 
And what would England do if France were drawn into the war? 
All these possibilities were discussed at Berlin. For the first time, 
soldiers and diplomats saw rising above the horizon the storm- 
cloud of the world war. 

British diplomacy sought to conjure this danger of war without 
damage to the prestige of England and the Triple Entente. Sir 
Edward Grey suggested joint action by the Powers at Vienna to 
discover what the demands of the Austrian Government were and 
transmit them to Belgrade, and accepting what he believed to be 
a proposal of the German Government, he proposed joint action 

^ Sir Arthur Nicolson to Sir Edward Grey, February 13, 1909 (British Documents . . . vol. 
V, p. 596). 

* For the negotiation of this military convention between the two staffs see Field- 
Marshal Conrad von Hotzendorf 's correspondence with Von Moltkc (Feldniarschall 
Conrad von Hotzendorf, Aus meiner Dienstzeit^ 1906-1918, vol. i, pp. 379 sqq., 631 sqq); 
Von Tschirschky to Prince von Btllow, December 17, 1908; and the editor’s explanatory 
note. (Die Grosse PoUtik . . . vol. xxvii, pp. 342-44.) 
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at Belgrade to discover what concessions the Serbian Government 
was willing to make to Austria and to transmit them in turn to 
Vienna. He clung to the dream of ending the dispute by a confer- 
ence which would give the settlement an international sanction. 
This was the very last thing Vienna or Berlin desired. They wan- 
ted Serbia isolated in face of Austria and yielding unconditionally 
to her demands. On March 22 the German Ambassador at Peters- 
burg presented Isvolsky with what amounted to an ultimatum. 
He was called upon to give a plain reply to the question whether 
or not Russia recognized the annexation of Bosnia and Herze- 
govina. An ambiguous answer would be interpreted as a refusal, 
events would take their course (in other words Austria would 
declare war on Serbia) and Isvolsky would be responsible for the 
consequences. A council of ministers summoned in haste lasted 
for nine hours at the end of which Isvolsky, without delaying to 
inform Paris or London, submitted to the German ultimatum 
and agreed to recognize the annexation of the two provinces. 
Deserted even by Russia, Serbia capitulated. A separate agree- 
ment was concluded between Russia and Turkey, by which the 
Russian Government freed Bulgaria from her debts to Turkey 
by renouncing certain annual payments due from Turkey to her- 
self. Another agreement was signed between Montenegro and 
Austria, wliich with the consent of England and Italy released 
Montenegro from certain military obHgations imposed upon her 
by the Treaty of Berlin. In themselves these arrangements were 
not unfavourable to the maintenance of peace. To the advantage 
of Austria in Bosnia, of Bulgaria in Eastern Roumelia, of Turkey 
in the Sandjak, of Montenegro farther to the south, systems of 
divided sovereignty had been swept away which for many years 
past had exasperated the political situation in the Balkans. But the 
Yugoslav problem in Austria was not solved, had indeed been 
made more difficult by the annexation of Bosnia; and on the 
other hand the Austrian and German Governments had done 
everything to make the settlements actually reached appear not so 
much guarantees of peace as a flaunting assertion of the mihtary 
power of the two Teutonic empires. The German Government 
was conscious of having gained a triumph exactly parallel to the 
victory it had won four years earher. In 1905 after a year of the 
Anglo-French entente, it had compelled Delcasse’s resignation. In 
1909, less than two years after the Anglo-Russian agreement, it 
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had humbled Isvolsky. He would indeed most probably have 
resigned, if his Government had not forbidden it, not wishing to 
give Austria and Germany the honour of a too striking victory 
and condemned him to endure for long months of helpless chafing 
the insolence of Viennese diplomacy. But sooner or later he 
would be obliged to retire. For it was in vain that he hunted 
about for a means of avenging his humihation, engaging in fur- 
ther Balkan intrigues in concert with Italy. Everyone knew that 
he was in disgrace with his master, who had never liked England, 
and broken by a formidable opposition. Not only did the pant 
Slavists refuse to forgive his final capitulation, but the reaction-; 
aries, the champions of an understanding with Germany, \ 
exploited his surrender to the disadvantage of the Liberal party, 
which supported the understanding with England.^ And what 
was it that made possible these bloodless victories of Germany in 
the East and West alike? The fact that neither the French nor the 
Russian army counted for anything beside the German. The 
Russian army had been weakened and demoralized by two years 
of unsuccessful war followed by two years of revolution; the 
French by long years of political anarchy. The German army had 
no need of reinforcement. This masterpiece of military technique 
and discipline had, it would seem, been brought to the point of 
perfection by the contemporaries of Bismarck. Germany was free 
to devote every penny she could raise to the increase of her navy. 
It is not surprising that the struggle between the two navies, the 
English and the German, reached its apogee at the time of the 
diplomatic crisis provoked by the annexation of Bosnia and Herze- 
govina. 


6 

Still less shall we be surprised if we consider how intense that 
naval rivalry had become already during the years which preceded 
the crisis. Wc remember the anxiety which Germany’s attitude 
at The Hague had caused the English pacifists. And we remember 

^ See Pourtal^s’ letter to Von Billow written a year before, June 5, 1908. . . Herr 

Isvolsky remarked tliat he was the very last to underestimate the dangers of this campaign. 
But they must be looked for in domestic far more than in foreign politics. The outburst 
of jingoism and the unbridled language of the Press were symptoms that the revolution 
had not been completely suppressed. . . . The attack upon Germany was conducted almost 
exclusively by the radical organs. These advocated for domestic reasons a rapprochement 
with hberal England and a hostile attitude towards a Germany regarded as reactionary.* 
(Die Crosse Politik . . . vol. xxvi“, pp. 445-46.) 
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the new naval law introduced immediately afterwards by the 
German Government and the plan of naval construction it laid 
down for the following four years, every year from 1908 to 1911 
four large battleships — ironclads or armoured cruisers — of the 
latest type. We can imagine the excitement which the correspon- 
dence between Lord Tweedmouth and the Emperor produced at 
that moment of all others. And we can well understand how, in 
certain quarters, at once expert and interested, it was decided that 
this was the right moment to put pressure on the Liberal Cabinet 
to alter its programme of naval construction. And the opportunity 
seemed all the more favourable because Campbell-Bannerman’s ill- 
ness and retirement and the subsequent remodelling of the Cabinet 
encouraged hopes that the policy of the Government would take 
a new direction and the imperiahsts be in the saddle once more. 

These interested experts were the large firms who manufactured 
guns, armour plate, and ironclads and directly suffered from the 
Admiralty’s pohey of economy. Five-sixths of the construction 
and equipment of the navy were in the hands of private firms — 
hence the enormous wealth of the industry. A witness, writing 
just before the War, estimated the total capital of the seven largest 
armament firms at ^34,000,000. Among these seven Cammell, 
Laird & Co. had a capital of ^4,000,000, Vickers a capital of 
^8,500,000, and Armstrong, Whitworth & Co. a capital of 
£9,500,000. Never since the beginning of the century had the 
dividends of the last two firms been less than to per cent. An 
entire group of pubheists whose activities were the more embar- 
rassing for the ministers because they belonged to their party, 
denounced die power of these firms.^ 

Consider the composition of the boards of directors in these 
large firms. Naval engineers and naval officers were constantly 
entering the service of shipbuilding firms where promotion was 
more rapid and far more lucrative. Elswick had taken Sir Wilham 
White from the Admiralty, and when he went back to it Sir Phihp 
Watts, also a formal naval officer, took his place. Vickers & Maxim 
had taken Trevor Dawson from the army, Dunn from die navy. 

From the boards of directors let us turn to the shareholders in 
these large armament firms. From the information published by 

^ G H. Perris, The War Traders, an Exposure^ I9i3- He quotes The Economist for April 
26, 1913, H. N. Brailsford, The War of Steel and Gold, a Study of the Armed Peace, 1914. 
J. T. Walton Newbold, How Europe armed for War, 1916. 
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a provincial paper in 1909 it appears that the shareholders of 
Armstrong & Whitworth included sixty peers, fifteen baronets, 
twenty knights, twenty officers of the army or navy, eight Mem- 
bers of Parhament, and eight joumahsts. And in 1913 a pamphle- 
teer called attention to the presence among these shareholders of 
two Cabinet ministers and two members of the Opposition Front 
Bench. In all this, we must bear in mind, there is no question of 
corruption in the strict sense. We have to do with a society so 
constituted that a large number of the ruling class have a personal 
interest in the prosperity of large firms which in turn depend for 
their prosperity on Government orders and are the more flourish- 
ing the more abundant they are. And the circle of those who had, 
to use Bentham’s phrase, a ‘sinister’ interest in a policy of large 
armaments was wider, far wider, than this. Armstrong & Vickers 
employed 120,000 workers at Newcastle-on-Tyne, a third of the 
entire population — that is to say, a large town was living on war 
or the preparation for it. To reduce armaments would be to con- 
demn a portion of these men to unemployment. In recent years 
government orders had even from time to time been increased to 
help the country to surmount a period of depression.^ It was a 
dangerous expedient. For when the crisis had passed they dared 
not throw on to the street tlie men for whom work had been 
artificially provided. This in turn produced a permanent conflict 
between the economic interests of these men and the political 
ideals they usually held. They would elect a Unionist, the cham- 
pion of a large navy. Or, if from habit they elected a Liberal or a 
member of their own class, he could hardly put up a stiff resist- 
ance to a policy of naval construction which supplied his electorate 
with wages : least of all when unemployment was rife and British 
industry was passing through a slump as at the beginning of 1908. 

The Admiralty had one good reason for choosing to have its 
ships built by private firms — the competition between them. 
According to current belief competition favoured technical im- 
provement while reducing prices. At the end of the nineteenth 

^ ‘In 1884 began that sinister form of unemployment relief administered henceforward 
at regular intervals by the Government in the form of Admiralty extravagance. A careful 
study of the technical and trade literature of the early ’eighties makes quite evident the 
influence on armament policy of bad trade in the shipping and engineering branches of 
industry. It was this that made possible the success of the naval agitation which would 
otherwise have broken in vain against the Radicalism of such centres as Birmingham, 
Sheffield, Tyneside, and Clydeside.* (J. T. Walton Ncwbold, How Europe armed for War, 
p. 26,) 
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century the Admiralty patronized in turn Armstrong and Vickers. 
But it was in vain that England remained the citadel of competi- 
tion, one of the European coxmtries in which industrial unification 
met with the most powerful opposition. Here too the ten- 
dency to amalgamation made itself felt and, it would seem, its 
operation was particularly evident in the armament industry. 
Sometimes two rival firms amalgamated — for example, Vickers, 
Son & Co. and Maxim Nordenfeldt of Birmingham in 1896. Or 
one firm absorbed another. The Clydebank Shipbuilding and 
Engineering Co. was absorbed by John Brown & Co. in 1898, 
and Napier of Govan by William Beardmore & Co. of Parkhead 
in 1901. Or the absorption might be only partial, one firm be- 
coming the dependency of another, a fate which befell Beardmore 
& Co. a year after it had bought up Napier. Vickers bought half 
the shares and by lending money to the firm enabled it to set up 
on the Clyde the largest shipyards England had known. Or again, 
without the avowed formation of a cartel of the German type the 
co-operation between leading armament firms became so close 
that it amounted to partnership. Such was the ‘indefinable’ bond 
which from the opening of the twentieth century united Arm- 
strong-Whitworth with Vickers, Son & Maxim. Two firms 
long hostile were now reconciled and strengthened by the sup- 
port of the Nobel Trust. Thus a solid block of firms was consti- 
tuted, capable between them of building, equipping, and arming 
an entire squadron. This powerful combine however did not 
even now include all the firms engaged in naval construction. 
We notice the formation of an opposition combine (Charles 
Cammell, John Brown, Laird Brothers, Thomas Firth, Fairfield 
Shipbuilding Co., Coventry Ordnance Works). It might have 
served the pubUc interest by competing with the former syndi- 
cate for Admiralty orders. The competition between the two 
groups did not however take this form. They asked for more 
orders, enough to satisfy both. 


7 

At the beginning of 1906, MuUiner, Chairman of the Coventry 
Ordnance Company, called the attention of the Admiralty to the 
alarming extension of the Essen works and tried to convince the 
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department that its object was to intensify and accelerate naval 
construction. But the Admiralty refused to communicate these 
alarmist conjectures to the Cabinet. He then addressed himself 
with greater success to the Secretary for War, Haldane. But 
Haldane’s insistence failed to overcome the opposition of his 
colleagues, who remained unmoved even by Tirpitz’s statement 
in November that Germany was now building ships at a faster 
rate than England. Reduction of expenditure on preparations 
for war was one of the fundamental points of the pro- 
gramme on which the Liberals had been returned in 1906, 
and the ministers felt that to abandon it would amount to a 
surrender. But their hands were forced by an appeal to the 
leaders of the Opposition.^ 

On March 2, 1908, the Under-Secretary of State for the 
Admiralty, Edward Robertson, attempted to prove that a reduc- 
tion of naval expenditure did not endanger the safety of the coun- 
try and in particular did not involve the abandonment of the 
famous ‘Two-Power Standard’ to which appeal was always being 
made. Apart from ships of the pre-Dreadnought type (here the 
overwhelming numerical superiority of England was undisputed) 
England would possess in 1910 nine Dreadnoughts and three 
Cruisers of the Invincible type as against two French Dread- 
noughts and Germany’s four Dreadnoughts and two Invincibles 
— ^that is to say, a superiority of twelve to eight. Allowing for the 
possibihty of accelerations in the German rate of construction, 
Germany might possess seven Dreadnoughts and tliree Invincibles 
by the end of 1910. If the two French vessels were added there 
would be twelve Dreadnoughts in the possession of the two 
powers to the Enghsh twelve. The Two-Power Standard would 
therefore be maintained. And the following week in reply to his 
critics, he proved that a year later England would once more have 
a positive advantage, would possess fourteen Dreadnoughts as 
against ten German and two French — ^that is to say, two large 
ironclads more than Germany and France combined. Then with 
the aid of facts supplied by Mulliner, Balfour, speaking after two 
or tliree Unionists of lesser importance, contested the official 
figures. Starting from the fact that the construction of the battle- 
ships laid down in the German programme began in June where- 

^ For the Mulliner episode see ‘Mulliner’s Diary’ (The Times^ January 3, 1910), also 
G. H. Perris, The War Traders, an Exposure, 1913, pp. 28 sqq. 
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as the construction of the British ships began six months later he 
sought to prove that though in January 1911 England would cer- 
tainly possess twelve Dreadnoughts to Germany's nine, in the 
autumn of the same year, she would only possess twelve to Ger- 
many’s thirteen. The Germans were building four Dreadnoughts 
a year, the British only two. ‘Consequently the time is not only 
far distant, but imminent, when in regard to that particular type 
of vessel they will be, not our equal, but our superior.’^ The 
Government, he said, was returning to the Two-Power Standard; 
it would be truer to say that it was being driven back to it by the 
attacks of the Opposition. In 1906 Campbell-Bannerman had 
attempted to escape from the onerous formula. Before applying 
it, he argued, we must consider which the other naval powers 
were, and after the Algeciras conference we were justified in 
doubting the likehliood of an alUance between France and Ger- 
many against England.^ At once the Unionists were up in arms 
as though their own leaders the year before had not declared the 
standard obsolete. Nevertheless, the Prime Minister repeated his 
contention the following year: he was, he said, ‘entirely in favour 
of the standard’ but questioned whether it were still apphcable 
‘supposing wc were at any time to be in close alliance with the 
two Powers with the largest navies’.® In reply Balfour main- 
tained not only that the British navy ought to be equal in number 
of ships to those ‘of any other two powers’ but further that it 
should have ‘a margin of superiority’ over the two.^ A year later, 
when Campbell-Bannerman was already seriously ill, and Prime 
Minister in name alone, it was a modified form of Balfour’s for- 
mula that Asquith defended when he asked for a navy strong 
enough to safeguard England ‘against all contingencies that can 
reasonably enter into the calculations of statesmen’.® Eight months 
later, he allowed a Unionist speaker to draw from him the state- 
ment that England must possess ‘a preponderance of 10 per cent 
over the combined strengths, in capital ships, of the two next 

^ H. of C., March 9, 1908 {Parliamentary Debates, 4th Scries, vol. clxxxv, p. 1181). 

® H. of C., July 27, 1906 (ibid., vol. cxlii, p. 116). 

® H. of C., March 5, 1907 (ibid., vol. clxx, pp. 673-4). 

* H. of C., March 5, 1907 (ibid., vol, clxx, p. 676). It was word for word the doctrine 
which Arthur Lee had preached the previous year. 'The Two-Power Standard has always 
meant that, in die matter of efficient first-class batdeships, we should have a reasonable 
margin of superiority over the two next strongest Powers combined and even if those 
two Powers should happen, at any time, to be our two best friends, the formula would 
none the less apply.' (National Review, April 1906, vol. xlvii, p. 919.) 

® H. of C., March 2, 1908 (Pari. Deb., 4th Scr., vol. clxxxv, p. 377). 
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strongest powers’.^ As he still refused to see any inconsistency be- 
tween tliis formula and the formula he had previously defended 
he was urged to be more explicit. Did he mean ‘the two next 
strongest powers, whatever they may be, and wherever they may 
be situated?’ Yes, he rcphed, ‘under existing conditions and under 
aU foreseeable circumstances’.^ There was always the same ambi- 
guity, due to the fact that neither on the Government nor on the 
Opposition benches did speakers express plainly what was at the 
back of their minds. 

When Opposition speakers asked whether in applying the Tvjqh 
Power Standard all the Powers were taken into account, they wei^p 
thinking of the United States. Does this mean that they contem^ 
plated the possibility of war against an alhance between Germany 
and America? Certainly not. They explicitly stated that an even-; 
tuality of this kind was not the ground on which they founded 
their demand for a navy at least equal to the combined navies of 
two other Powers. And when a speaker on the ministerial benches 
said that liis party was content with a navy capable of facing any 
‘probable’ combination of two Powers, he meant that he was 
excluding America from his calculations. Was he then thinking 
of Germany and France? Presumably. But Campbell-Bannerman 
never said so in plain terms and he had good reason to regard such 
a combination as improbable. The truth of the matter was that 
while everybody spoke of two Powers, everybody was thinking 
only of one. England had returned to the situation in wliich she 
had been placed half a century before when she regulated the size 
of her navy with reference to the strength of the French navy 
alone. But it was now a more formidable navy which caused her 
anxiety — the German. Those who wanted account taken of the 
American fleet in applying the Two-Power Standard did so 
because they knew that the American navy was more modem and 
increasing more rapidly than the French — that is to say, they were 
really demanding for the British navy a more marked superiority 
over the German. Those who on the contrary would take account 
of the French navy alone were those who were content with a 
lower margin of superiority. According to the most optimistic 
calculations England in 1910 would possess as many capital ships 

^ H. of C., November 12, 1908 (Parliamentary Debates^ 4th Series, vol. exevi, 
p. 560). 

* H. of C., November 23, 1908 (ibid., pp. 1768-69). 
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as Germany and France together. But why? Because in 1910 
France, if her programme of construction were carried out, would 
possess only two Dreadnoughts^ — that is to say, this apphcation 
of the Two-Power Standard would give England only two 
Dreadnoughts more than the German ten. That was not enough 
if England were to maintain her naval supremacy. What then did 
those want who wished to maintain this supremacy undisputed. 
Gradually, by a novel interpretation of the Two-Power Standard, 
they had come to demand no longer a navy equal (or superior by 
10 per cent) to the two strongest foreign navies, but, what was a 
different thing altogether, a navy twice as strong in capital ships 
as the German. Or, employing a formula better calculated to im- 
press the imagination of the pubUc, they asked that for every 
Dreadnought Germany laid down, England should lay down 
two: ‘two keels for one.’^ 


8 

The great naval manoeuvres held in the summer of 1908 — the 
most formidable Europe had yet witnessed — were no doubt in- 
tended to reassure the pubhc by bringing home to them the mag- 
nitude of England’s provision for war. Two hundred and seventy 
ships took part with a total tonnage of 1,044,000 tons and close 
on 70,000 sailors. What in comparison were the sixty-two Ger- 

^ In point of fact France had no Dreadnoughts m 1910. 

* ‘Of course there is no question as to what John Bull will reply to this programme, be 
It little or big. He will say that he is sorry, but if it must be so he cannot help himself. . . . 
He wishes for nothing more than the maintenance of the status quo. He has no army to 
speak of; his only defence is his navy. The maintenance of its supremacy is for him a 
matter of life or death. ... He simply says to himself: "What a bore ! The two foremost 
nations in the world might surely find something better to do with their money than 
spend it in a breakneck, beggar-my-neighbour competition in warships. But if Germany 
in.sists, what must be must be." He will not take much heed of programmes on paper, but 
the moment the challenger lays down the keels of a new Dreadnought, he will lay down 
the keels of two.’ (W. T. Stead, Reuiew ofRevieufs, vol. xxxvi, December 1907, p. 555) — 
‘It is recognized that command of the European Seas is an inflexible condition of our 
national security; how is this to be maintained? The "Two-Power Standard" is a good 
phrase, but it is by no means easy to define and exemplify in material and in personnel, in 
ships and guns and men. It is far easier, far clearer and infinitely more safe to adopt the 
simple standard, and avoiding "paper programmes" for every ship which our great rival 
builds, to build two of equal strength. Let Germany force the pace, but let England win 
the race. That is a pregnant phrase and a plain policy which every man of the British 
electorate can understand. Of any sound scheme of national or imperial defence, naval 
supremacy based upon the simple proportion of two to one is the vital essence.’ (Lord 
Esher, National Review, May 1908. For the problem as it appeared at this date see Archi- 
bald Hurd, ‘A British Two-Power Hcet,* Nineteenth Century, June 1908, vol. bdii, pp. 
4B5 sqq. 
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man ships which had just finished their annual manoeuvres on the 
opposite coast of the North Sea? It was the first time that the 
recently formed Home Fleet had been mobihzed and the trial 
proved successful without calling up tlie reserve or denuding the 
ports of the number of men required to carry on the ordinary 
work of naval bases. Sixty vessels were still left unused. It was in 
vain that to avoid wounding German susceptibilities the theme 
of the manoeuvres was kept a strict secret. It was perfectly obvious 
that both in the Channel and in the North Sea the problem handled 
was to repel a foreign invasion or raid. One incident was the 
capture of Wick, the landing in that little town of a hostile force 
not to occupy it presumably but to obtain with the utmost pos- 
sible speed all the information required and then to re-embark 
without interference. Inevitably public opinion, instead of being 
reassured by the magnitude of the British fleet, was alarmed by 
the success of the imaginary raid. And the alarm was mcreased a 
few weeks later when some local manoeuvres off the mouth of 
the Tyne were interrupted by the appearance of a German tor- 
pedo boat. The Admiralty lavished explanations designed to 
calm the fears of the public. The torpedo boat was simply one of 
the vessels guarding the fishing fleet, it flew an international flag 
and had come only to take in a fresh supply of water. That was all 
very well. The peril of invasion was the staple topic of conversa- 
tion aU the same. 

A weighty Conservative organ, the Quarterly Review, published 
an important article on the ‘German Peril’ couched in the lan- 
guage of panic, ^ which irritated the German Chancellor extremely. 
Such nervousness he considered unworthy of the British Press; it 
reminded him of France.^ At the other end of the social scale in a 

^ Quarterly Reuieuf,]u\y 1908 (vol, ceix, pp. 264 sqq.). Sec especially p. 291. ‘We hold 
a quarter of the world. I 3 y what right do wc hold it, if might be once invoked ? White 
power can be the only solid basis of white dominion. If this be true, our huge pyramid is 
poised upon an apex. In the whole of the King’s Dominions there are fewer white men 
than in Germany alone and wc are increasing far more slowly than the Kaiser’s subjects.’ 
Also towards the end, p. 298 ‘Heedless Chauvinism will not avail us. Let us be quiet and 
prepare. Let us do nothing to hurry on a conHict. Let us not put ourselves in the wrong, 
as the French did in 1870. Above all, let us not despise our antagonists. The Germans, with 
all their faults, arc a very great and patient people, formidable, not because of what is to 
be condemned in their modern characteristics, but because of what is excellent. Like them 
we must defend ourselves. Neither foreign alliances nor ententes will compensate in the 
end for any deficiency in our own strength.’ 

* Interview with Von Billow by Sidney 'Whitman, Standard, September I4i iyo8. See 
in the same number a leader which criticizes the interview. ‘Prince Billow affects to ignore 
them (the pan-German writers). He would do better if he could sliow that he is not, so far 
as the opportumty arises, playing, perhaps against his will and judgment, into their hand.' 
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Socialist weekly, the Clarion, a campaign on behalf of conscrip- 
tion conducted not only by Blatchford, whose patriotic attitude 
during the Boer War we have already noticed, but by Hyndman, 
the orthodox Marxist, caused a great stir. In all the leading 
papers a host of letters appeared denouncing the presence on 
the east coast of a host of German spies disguised as tourists or 
waiters.^ 

The question of accelerating the tempo of naval construction 
and the extent to which this should be done was the subject of 
heated debates in the Cabinet. In August Sir Edward Grey made 
a final desperate effort to persuade WiUiam II to build fewer ships 
so that England need not build so many. When King Edward on 
his way to Ischl paid a brief visit to the German Emperor at 
Cronberg, Grey gave the King two memoranda so drawn up 
that they could be handed directly to the Emperor. The King dis- 
liked the commission. He was aware that disarmament proposals 
made by a stronger to a weaker power are more hkely to irritate 
than persuade. In the end he kept the memoranda in his 
pocket and the meeting passed off better because serious questions 
were avoided.^ Edward VII confided the task of presenting the 
documents to Sir Charles Hardinge and his interview with the 
Emperor was stormy. The Kaiser disputed Sir Charles’ figures, 
which, he said, were hardly consistent with the recent spectacle 
of 300 ships taking part in manccuvres. ‘Cease to build or build 
more slowly,’ Hardinge suggested. ‘To do so’, the Emperor 
answered, ‘would be to defeat ourselves for this is a matter in 
which the national honour and prestige are at stake.’ ‘I looked 
him straight in the face’, Wilham wrote to the Chancellor in his 
account of the interview, ‘and he blushed crimson. My frank 
language did not fail to produce its effect. That is the way in 
which we should speak to the English.’* But the Englishman on 
his side, writes in liis report: ‘I do not think it is to be regretted 

^ The TimeSf August 21, 1908, ‘The Spy Mania.’ The article protests against the scare 
which had assumed the proportions of an epidenuc. Sec also Contemporary Review^ 
January 1910: 'About German Spies,’ vol. xcvii, p. 42. 'Such pernicious works of fiction 
have been positively pouring from tlic press for the last two years’ : The Invasion of 1910’ 
— 'The War Inevitable’ — ‘The Swoop of tlie (Teutonic) Vulture’ — 'The Great Raid — 
‘How the Germans took London: Forewarned Forearmed* — 'The Invaders’ — 'The Story 
of tlie Coming War’ — 'While Britain Slept’ — ‘A Story of Invasion tliat will stir Britain 
to its Depths.’ 

* Sir Sidney Lee, King Edward V 7 I, vol. ii, pp. 614 sqq. 

® William II to Prmce von BUlow, August 13, 1908 (Die Grosse Politik . . . vol. xxiv, pp. 
127-8). 


395 



FROM BOSNIA TO AGADIR 


that a clear exposition of the views of the Government on the 
subject of naval armaments has been placed before the Emperor 
and the German Government, since their reply offers a complete 
justification to Parliament and to the world at large for any 
counter-measures tliat His Majesty’s Government may decide 
upon taking in the near future. Although it is to be regretted 
that the German Government have assumed such an uncom- 
promising attitude ... it is as well to know the worst and be 
prepared for it.’^ 

That the Cronberg interview exercised a decisive influence on 
the Cabinet’s naval policy there can be no doubt. But the country 
might not have supported the Government’s new policy if it ha^ 
not been aroused at the begiiming of October by the Austriai\ 
annexation of Bosnia and Herzegovina and protracted the crisis; 
which ensued. London thought Germany was behind the Austrian 
move. Vienna thought that England was plotting a naval demon- 
stration in the Adriatic. Metternich retailed to his Government 
reports that General French and Sir John Fisher did not consider 
the moment unpropitious for a war between England and Ger- 
many and transmitted to Bcrhn an article from the Standard 
arguing in favour of a preventive war.^ On November 23, Lord 
Roberts moved in the House of Lords a resolution calling upon 
the Government to adopt the military measures necessary to deter 
‘the most formidable foreign nation’ from attempting to land an 
army on British soil and on the other hand ‘in view of altered 
strategic conditions in the North Sea’ to ask the Committee of 
Imperial Defence to re-examine the problem of possible invasion.^ 
Two months later, a play of very mediocre quality called An 
Englishman s Home, enjoyed a long run at a London theatre. It 

^ Sir Charles Hardiiige Memorandum of August i6, 1908 (British Documents . . . vol. vi, 
p. 188). 

® Count Mcttemich to Prince von Dlilow, December i, 1908 (Die Grosse PoUtik . . . vol. 
xxvP. p. 280). 

® Prince von Billow to Admiral von Tirpitz (Politische Dokumente, vol. i, p. 96). The 
article in question was probably the leader of November 18 which however did not say 
exactly what Metternich and Von Billow read into it. We quote the most charactenstic 
passage of this vigorous piece of writing: 'At this moment neither side dreams of using 
its navy in an aggressive attack on the other; but will that state of things continue? Will 
not keenness of competition develop into bitterness as the strain begins to tell; will not the 
temptation grow until it becomes overmastering, on one side or the other, to use the 
force that has been accumulated to strike the adversary a crusliing blow?’ 

* H. of L., November 23, 1908 (Parliamentary Debates, 4th Scries, vol. exevi, pp. 1679 
sqq.). See especially in his .speech pp. 1685-1696. The motion was carried but only when 
Lord Roberts had agreed to withdraw the second part which seemed too obviously aimed 
at Germany. 
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represented the house of a rich country gentleman in Essex where 
nothing was discussed except amusement and sport, or if poUtics 
were mentioned at all, it was only in reference to a general strike 
of Post Office employees which disagreeably affected all the 
members of the party. Suddenly the ‘home’ was surrounded by 
a strange army whose uniforms were taken at first for English. 
What army was it? The army of ‘The Emperor of the North’. 
One of the heroes of the piece snatched a sporting rifle to defend 
himself and was shot on the spot for his breach of the laws of war. 
The Territorial Army came on the scene only to cover itself with 
ridicule. Finally, the regular army arrived and saved the situation 
but everyone knew that the ending was conventional and tlie 
dramatist’s real attitude one of hopdess pessimism. At the same 
time a piece by Barrie was being acted in London, What Every 
Woman Knows. It became the current witticism to call the new 
play ‘What Every German Knows’. It was an extremely effective 
piece of propaganda and yielded a host of recruits to the Terri- 
torial Army. The Government took it under its patronage and 
the Censor would not allow a parody to be put on the stage. 


9 

The primary object of this propaganda was to strengthen the 
army so as to provide against an invasion possible in spite of the 
fleet. But the nation’s fundamental concern was stiU the navy. In 
March 1908 Asquith had expressly pledged himself to the con- 
struction in 1 909- of a sufficient number of ships to prevent Ger- 
many having more Dreadnoughts than England at the end of 191 1 . 
In May the Cabinet at a secret meeting after violent debates in 
which the new First Lord of the Admiralty, McKenna, and Sir 
Edward Grey threatened to resign if their demands were not 
comphed with, decided to lay down four Dreadnoughts in 1909 
(as against two in 1908), and six if at the beginning of the year the 
situation were sufficiently grave to warrant that addition to the 
programme. The pessimists’ predictions seemed justified in July 
when Krupp issued new bonds to the value of ^2,000,000 and 
still more justified in November when it became known that 
orders were being given to the German shipyards six months be- 
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fore the publication of the naval estimates. The German Govern- 
ment through its Ambassador in London protested against these 
suspicions and Asquith himself took note in a speech of his pro- 
test.^ But the British might well feel alarm. A nation which had 
twice taken Europe by surprise with her Dreadnoughts and In- 
vincibles had reason to be afraid that Germany might retahate 
in kind. 

It was a day of triumph for MuUiner when on March 3, 1909, 
he was invited to lay his views before a meeting of the entire 
Cabinet. What action would the ministers take? Would they 
adopt the German plan, itself inspired by the system pursued i^ 
England at the close of the nineteenth century and commit Parlia-^: 
ment for a term of years to a programme of naval construction ? 
The Liberal ParUament was not in the humour for such com- 
mittals. Would they have recourse to a loan to lighten the imme- 
diate burden of expenditure involved ? The Radicals would have 
none of it. They wanted to make the taxpayer, the wealthy tax- 
payer in particular, feel the cost of a policy of armament. This 
was the explanation of the great Budget of 1909; on these terms, 
but only on these terms, would Lloyd George and Churchill and 
their followers agree to a more extensive programme of naval 
construction. How many Dreadnoughts then should be built? 
Four? Six? The Navy League and the entire Unionist party wan- 
ted eight. Their desire was gratified. It was decided to lay down 
four Dreadnoughts at once and four others later in the year if 
circumstances demanded it. Finally, Parhament sanctioned the 
construction of eight Dreadnoughts in two relays. All were to 
be launched and equipped by the end of March 1912. On both 
occasions less than a hundred members voted against the pro- 
gramme, Nationahsts, Labour members, and a handful of Liberals. 
After three years of Radical Government the supporters of arma- 
ment to the teeth had triumphed.® 

The enemies of Liberal pacifism were to gain yet another vic- 
tory. The Second Peace Conference held at The Hague in 1907 had 
at least reached one important decision. According to the estab- 
lished usage in wartime, the prize courts were national tribunals 
each applying its own rules and, as everything led one to suppose, 

^ H. of C., March 16, 1909 (Parliamentary Debates, Commona, 1909, 5th Series, vol. ii, 
p. 960). 

* For the Naval Scare of 1909 see F. W. Hurst, The Six Panics and other Essays, 1913, pp. 
62 sqq. 
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their judgments were determined by the interests of the nation 
to which the judges belonged. In future there would be an inter- 
national prize court to decide all disputed cases in the event of 
war. But this international tribunal, which would it was hoped 
be supemational, must apply a definite code of naval war- 
fare. An international naval conference sat in London from 
December 4, 1908, to February 16 , 1909, and drew up a declara- 
tion known as the Declaration of London which seemed in many 
respects to constitute a notable improvement upon the Declara- 
tion of Paris of 1856. It was no slight gain that three Usts were 
compiled of objects unconditionally contraband, objects which 
might be declared contraband under particular circumstances and 
objects which under no circumstances might be regarded as con- 
traband. 

It remained to ratify the declaration. This would be done by the 
King on his ministers’ advice without any previous debate in 
Parhament. But on the one hand the Government had given it to 
be understood that if tlie House of Commons decided against the 
Declaration of London it would not advise the King to ratify it. 
On the other hand the declaration was bound up with the estab- 
lishment of an International Prize Court, and English participation 
in the court would require an Act of Parhament. Lively debates 
took place in tlie House of Commons on April 7. Sir Edward 
Grey promised that the House should have entire Hberty to dis- 
cuss the Declaration of London. Which party would prevail in 
the debate? It was to England’s interest as a neutral power that 
merchantmen should be protected against the seizure of their 
goods by belhgerent vessels. But in the spring of 1909 who could 
beheve that England would be neutral in the next war? It would 
no doubt be to England’s advantage as a belhgerent if neutral 
ships could maintain her food supply with impunity. But her real 
interest demanded that she should count for her food supply upon 
hei enormous mercantile marine, protected by her huge navy, 
which would take the opportunity furnished by the war to bring 
the commerce of all other nations, belhgerent or neutral, to a 
standstiU. An entire session, crowded as we already know with 
other business, passed before the House of Commons was free to 
deal with the question. And the following year both matters, the 
Naval Prizes Bih and the Declaration of London, were aUowed 
to drop. The Bill did not even reach a second reading. The party 

399 



FROM BOSNIA TO AGADIR 

opposed to internationalizing the code of naval warfare and 
granting greater freedom to neutral commerce finally won the 
day. 

The incidents which led a few months later to the fall of the 
First Sea Lord are more obscure and more difficult to interpret. 
In July 1908 the Press learnt that Admiral Lord Charles Beresford, 
Commander of the Channel Squadron, had given two of his 
ships orders which, it was alleged, would have produced a catas- 
trophe if one of the officers had not taken it on himself to disobey 
them. Immediate publicity was given to the act of splendid in- ‘ 
subordination for which Sir John Fisher accepted the respon- \ 
sibility. It was in vain that Lord Charles demanded an inquiry. 
Not only was the demand refused but he was informed that the 
period of his command would be reduced from three to two 
years. Retired from the service on March 24, 1909, he was re- 
ceived by a cheering crowd at Dover first, then in London and 
launched a savage campaign both in the Press and in Parliament 
against Fisher’s policy.^ He told stories and got his friends to tell 
stories of the measures to which Fisher resorted against any mem- 
bers of the high command whose ideas differed from liis own.^ 
He criticized the new methods of training officers. He denounced 
as a sham the pledge Fisher had given to Parliament to provide a 
stronger fleet with fewer men, fewer ships and at a lower cost. 
He condemned the Dreadnought policy which had played into 
the hands of Germany by "leading England to concentrate her 
entire strength in home waters and neglect to build not only those 
light cruisers required to protect British commerce on the high 
seas but even the torpedo-boat destroyers without which her 
giant ironclads were exposed to the risk of sudden destruction. 
He protested against the absence of any plan of campaign. If war 
broke out were they to be at the mercy of the First Sea Lord or, 
even worse, left to the rival improvisations of the First Sea Lord 

^ Lord Charles Beresford’s arguments will be found collected in the book he published 
at the beginning of 1912 entitled: The Betrayal. Being a Record of Facts concerning Naval 
Policy and Administration from the Year 1902 to the Present Time. T^c Memories of Admiral 
Lord Charles Beresford Written by Himself 1914, contain a handsome acknowledgment of 
the improvements in naval methods effected by Fisher when in command of the Mediter- 
ranean squadron but are silent as to the quarrel between the two Admirals. 

* For the Bacon episode see Sir George Armstrong’s speech at the Constitutional Club 
on April 2, 1909 and the debates in the Commons, April 6, May 5, 19, 24 and 27, 1909 
{Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1909, 5th Series, vol. iii, pp. 919, 1132; vol. iv, pp. 1032 
sqq.; vol. v, pp. 383 sqq., 821 sqq., 1378) and in defence of Bacon his biography of Lord 
Fisher, vol. ii, pp. in sqq. 
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and the Commander of the Fleet? The navy should be provided 
with a general staff like that with which Haldane had equipped 
the army. 

At a juncture when growing nervousness fostered every kind of 
scare, Lord Charles provoked a powerful outburst of popular 
feeling, and under its pressure the Government decided to hold 
an inquiry. A sub-committee of the Committee of Imperial 
Defence was formed, consisting of the Premier, Sir Edward Grey, 
Haldane, and Lord Morley. It reported in August. On the whole 
its conclusions were favourable to Fisher but not so unreservedly 
that he was satisfied with the report. The sub-committee regretted 
the absence of cordial relations between the Board of Admiralty 
and the Commander-in-Chief of the Channel Fleet without 
attributing the entire blame for this state of things either to 
Fisher or Beresford and like the malcontent Admiral it advised the 
establishment of a general staff for the navy.^ The report could 
not therefore be regarded by Lord Charles Beresford as a defeat. 
At the end of October he returned to the charge with an attack 
upon the Board of Admiralty for cashiering two officers whose 
only fault was that they had given evidence in his favour before 
the sub-committee. Asquith protested against the pubUcity with 
which he brought his charges and the First Lord of the Admiralty 
attempted to disprove them. Notwithstanding, Lord Charles had 
reason to claim a victory when at the beginning of December the 
public learnt that Sir John Fisher had been replaced as First Sea 
Lord by Admiral Sir Arthur Knyvet Wilson. 

A month later Sir John was raised, or rather banished, to the 
. peerage. 

Fisher’s opponents in the navy were anything but pacifists and 
the Admiral’s fall must, it would seem, be reckoned among the 
many incidents which in 1909 witnessed to the alarm the English 
felt at the thought of being insufficiently armed against the danger 
of a war with Germany. But the pacifists hated the ruinous policy 
of the Dreadnoughts, and detested the tactless remarks with which 
that genius or charlatan (or was he both at once?) had irritated 
Germany. His fall delighted Berlin and certainly helped to relax 
the tension between England and Germany when at the end of 


^ Return to an Order of the Honourable the House of Commons, dated 12th Auji^st, 1909: or 
Report of the Sub-Committee of the Committee of Imperial Defence appointed to inquire into 
certain questions of Naval Policy raised by Lord Charles Beresford. 
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1909 after the panic of the previous spring, relations between the 
two powers improved and a period of calm followed until 
another crisis arose. 


II ATTEMPTS AT A RAPPROCHEMENT BETWEEN 
ENGLAND AND GERMANY 

I 

We must not imagine that all these incidents, the vote by the i 
House of Commons of the necessary credits to lay down four ' 
additional Dreadnoughts, the abandonment of the Declaration 
of London, and Sir John Fisher’s fall, produced a deep impression 
on the public. Its attention was turned elsewhere. The triumphal 
return at Croydon, in March, of a Unionist candidate on a pro- 
gramme of tariff reform and armaments must be regarded as the 
final episode of the ‘naval scare’ which had lasted so many months. 
After this the struggle over the Budget held the stage. Lloyd 
George and his friends were thus enabled to take their revenge 
upon the imperiahsts — ^Liberal as well as Unionist. Until the 
autumn of 1908 Lloyd George had waged a desperate struggle 
against them not only within the Cabinet but at pubhc meet- 
ings. He had approached the German Ambassador, Mettemich, 
in the hope of finding some way of reconciling the two nations. 
When in August he visited Germany, it was not only to study on 
the spot the working of the insurance system but to discuss politics 
with jouniahsts and statesmen, and if the interview with the 
Emperor which Wilham would gladly have given, could not be 
arranged and the Chancellor refused to receive him, at least he 
had a long conversation with the Minister of the Interior, Bcth- 
mann-Hollweg.^ 

After this he had been swept off his feet by the current of anti- 
German passion and had agreed to find the money to build the 
eight Dreadnoughts. But he soon recovered himself. He was 
delighted to see those who had demanded the Dreadnoughts 

^ Note by the Minister for Foreign Affairs to Von Schon August 7, 1908. Prince von 
Billow to the Minister for Foreign Affairs, August 21, 1908. The journalist, August Stein, 
to Prince von Billow, August 22, 1908. {Die Grosse PoUtik . . . vol. xxv, pp. 119, 138, 142.) 
Harold Spender, The Prime Miniver ^ 1920, pp. i5S»-i6i. 
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refuse to pay the price, and launched an attack upon their selfish- 
ness and greed. When in December the moment came to dissolve 
Parhament and invite the country to choose between the suppor- 
ters and opponents of the Budget it was in vain that the Daily 
Mail opened its columns to the Socialist patriot, Blatchford, and 
Balfour in the speech in which he unfolded his programme insis- 
ted upon the German peril. It is safe to say that the gains, such as 
they were, of the Unionist party at the January Election were 
due not so much to the fear of Germany as to a revolt against the 
Radicals’ fiscal foHcy. Nor did they wrest the Parhamentary 
majority from the Liberals, Labour members, and Nationahsts, 
and the Liberal opponents of mihtarisin could flatter themselves 
with the hope that now the panic of the previous winter had 
passed they would fulfil the promises made in 1906 and keep the 
imperialists in check, as they had done imtil the Second Peace 
Conference. 

They were encouraged by the embarrassment which the atti- 
tude of the imperialists betrayed. There was nothing which re- 
sembled that belhcose and aggressive enthusiasm which ten years 
before had led England to conquer South Africa. Since the end 
of the Boer War England had not added a square inch to her 
Empire. In Asia she was making terms with Russian imperiahsm, 
in Africa assisting French imperiahsm. Why aU this prudence, all 
these concessions? Because the dominant sentiment in England 
was fear of the power of Germany. The pohey of the Foreign 
Office was not precisely to isolate Germany; at the beginning 
indeed it had been an attempt to prevent Germany from isolating 
England, but to form a species of aUiance between England, 
France, and Russia as a counterpoise to the Triple AUiance, thus 
applying the doctrine of the European balance of power. But if 
this aim was openly avowed in the diplomatic despatches of the 
leading British diplomatists, Sir Charles Hardingc or Sir Nicolas 
O’Connor, the Prime Minister and the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, though sharing their ideas, were careful not to express 
them so frankly. They disclaimed the too belhcose design of 
arraying one group of powers against another. If their pubhc 
statements were to be trusted, the entente with France and Russia 
did not imply hostility towards Germany. And they taxed their 
ingenuity to state the poHcy of the European balance of power in 
the language of the European concert — ^that is, in the pacifist 

403 



FROM BOSNIA TO AGADIR 


terminology current with a nation which, if it feared Germany, 
feared her just because it entertained an increasing horror of war. 


2 

But when we speak of the terminology of pacifism we must be 
clear as to our meaning. For there are two pacifisms speaking two 
languages. There is a Sociahst pacifism, and there is a pacifism 
which is the reverse of the Sociahst. Sociahst pacifism secs in 
capitalism the source of war as of all the other evils which afflict 
modern society. And in obedience to the matcriahst philosophy 
of history it looks for an economic cause of war which it states as 
follows. The structure of industrial society is such that the pro- 
duction of a great civilized nation cannot be absorbed by the 
national market. For tliis to be possible the wages of the working 
class would have to be such as to enable it to purchase the entire 
produce of its labour. But in that case what would become of the 
employer’s profit? The employer is therefore compelled to look 
for foreign markets for his goods when the home market has been 
glutted. These markets he finds at first in the other civiHzed coun- 
tries but they become industrialized in their turn. A new glut 
occurs and the industrial countries are compelled to pour the 
goods they manufacture into all the non-European and uncivi- 
hzed portions of the globe. Hence the ‘scramble for Africa’ and 
the railway battle in Asia Minor and China. The world had be- 
come too small to satisfy the greed of European capitahsm. If, 
therefore, a market was to be found for goods, colonies must be 
conquered, and the ground occupied by other conquering nations 
contested, for ‘trade follows the flag’. And the competition was 
the keener because the nations of Europe possessed a surplus not 
only of manufactured articles but of capital. England, France, and 
Germany sought abroad a double source of profit, for their manu- 
facturers in the first place, then for their investors. In the trench- 
ant language of an EngUsh Sociahst: ‘Capital, hke labour, has its 
periods of unemployment, and its favourite method of meeting 
them is emigration. . . . Imperiahsm is simply the poUtical mani- 
festation of the growing tendency of capital accumulated in the 
more civihzed industrial countries to export itself to the less civil- 
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ized and the less settled/^ Imperialism therefore meant in the first 
place war against the uncivilized peoples, then war between the 
civilized peoples for the defence or extension of their colonial 
possessions. Because the modem world was becoming indus- 
trialized, it was hastening towards an inevitable war, unless that 
war were anticipated by a revolution which, by overthrowing 
capitahsm, would destroy the evil at its roots. 

This doctrine had its English defenders during the opening 
years of the twentieth century. But serious flaws can be detected 
in their argument. It is true that there were soldiers and sailors in 
great Britain, Germany, and elsewhere who attributed the con- 
flict between Englaiid and Germany exclusively to economic 
causes, as though eager to saddle the merchants with the respon- 
sibility for the war they were preparing.^ But there is no propor- 
tion between the sufferings involved by an economic crisis and 
the vast toll of sacrifice war exacts from the combatants. Surely 
there were many expedients which industry might employ before 
having recourse to so desperate a remedy. Moreover, the Tariff 
Reformers tried to create alarm by pointing to tlie continual en- 
croachment of German trade. But the majority of the nation 
turned a deaf ear to their propaganda, and by associating their 
cause with militarism they rather damaged the latter than ad- 
vanced the former and made free-traders incredulous of the immi- 
nent possibihty of war. Conditions had indeed been more 
favourable to their propaganda at the close of the nineteenth cen- 
tury when a depression in trade gave birth to Williams’s slogan — 

^ H. N. Braiisford, The War of Steel and Gold. A Study of Armed Peace, 1914, p. 79- 

“ ‘Commerce is the leading idea and first interest of the modern state and so soon as a 
government is faced by the alternative of scemg some millions of workers lose their liveli- 
hood through unemployment or of losing a few thousand lives in battle, it will quickly 
know how to decide.’ (General Sir Ian Hamilton, Compulsory Service . . . 1911, pp. 46-7 ) 
Adimral von Tirpitz to Prince von Billow, February 28, 1907: ‘It is incontestable that the 
political friction between Great Britain and ourselves is due predominantly to our econo- 
mic success and the more extensive demands of a growing population. The City of Lon- 
don is well aware of the increasing importance of German commerce and industry. Since 
British policy is almost wholly determined by the interests of the city the decision between 
war and peace depends in the last resort on the attitude of the great commercial magnates.’ 
(Die Grewe Politik . . . vol. xxiiPL p. 35.) Cf General Jacobi’s report to Wilham II, Feb- 
ruary 29, 1908, of a conversation with the Russian general Roedinger. (Die Grosse Politik 
vol. xxv^^, p. 342), also an article by Marschall von Schlieffen. DerKreig in der Cegen- 
wart (Deutsche Revue, Januziy 1909; Gesammclte Schriften, vol. i, pp. 20-1). See on the other 
hand the brochure, entitled England und Deutschland in which in 1908 Schultze-Gavernitz 
explains the rivalry between England and Germany which is leading them to an inevitable 
war exclusively by economic causes. Schultze-Gavernitz was not a soldier. But it would 
not, we think, be easy to find a single economist or representative of commercial circles 
m England who expressed this point of view. 
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Made in Germany — yet it was then that England had contem- 
plated an alhance with her most formidable competitor in the 
world market. Now, on the contrary, trade was prosperous. 
After a slight setback in 1907 it once more advanced rapidly both 
in England and in Germany — and in England perhaps even 
more rapidly than in Germany.^ Between 1909 and 1913 though 
the population of Germany was much larger and was increas- 
ing more quickly than the British, British imports rose by 
^144,000,000, German by ^91,000,000, British exports by 
^147,000,000 (^165,000,000 if we include re-exports), German 
only by ^152,000,000. In Europe, German trade was growing 
at the expense of British. But within the Empire British trade 
was more than making up the lost ground and everywhere else 
an equal balance was maintained between the two countries 
which were advancing at the same rate. Was this the moment to 
raise the alarm? 

In support of their thesis the Socialists appealed to the pohey of 
armaments. But their argument on this point should perhaps be 
regarded as a particularly unfortunate appheation of their funda- 
mental thesis. To argue that capitalism is the source of war be- 
cause it has an interest in the wholesale manufacture of guns and 
ironclads is to view the question from a very restricted angle. 
Even if tliis particular contention were correct, it apphed only to 
the iron and steel manufacture. Surely the cotton, woollen, coal, 
and in so far as the mercantile marine was concerned, the ship- 
building industries had other interests. Nowhere in England had 
Germany more friends than in Lancasliire. It was on the coast of 
the North Sea where a bombardment or the landing of an armed 
force was feared that Germany was an object of alarm and her 
commercial agents were dreaded, not because they damaged 
British industry but because they were regarded as officers in dis- 
guise. And even in the steel industry we do not observe any very 
profound hatred of Germany. Sheffield fraternized with Essen 
and every year Krupp visited England to discuss business with his 
Yorkshire friends. The position was not different on the Contin- 
ent where at the beginning of 1909 Essen entered into an agree- 
ment with Le Creusot for the joint exploitation of the mineral 
wealth of Northern Africa, The agreement, it is true, proved 
abortive but this was because it was wrecked by the opposition, 

^ Bernadotte E. Schmitt, England and Germany 1740-1914, 1916 , pp. 96 sqq. 
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sentimental not economic, of French patriotism and Socialism. 
Is it really true that capitahsm spells war? Would it not be nearer 
the truth to borrow another formula from Sociahst ideology irre- 
concilable with the thesis we are discussing and say that capitahsm 
has no nationahty ? And may we not draw the conclusion that it 
is a force which makes for peace 


3 

This precisely was the contention of a small book more lucid 
than profound but captivatingly written by an English man of 
business who hke so many business men before him was an 
amateur economist. It was first pubhshed just before the Election 
of January 1910 under the title Europe's Optical Illusion and a 
second edition which appeared a year later bore the slightly 
altered title which became famous, The Great lllusionj^ The argu- 
ments of its author, Norman Angell, based on a study of banking 
rather tlian industrial capitalism and on the machinery of exchange 
and credit rather tlian on the machinery of production, led to the 
conclusion that the ‘optical illusion’ from which Europe was 
suffering, the ‘great illusion’ was the belief that war could ever 
be a source of profit. This might have been possible when one 
man could become another man’s property and the victorious 
state could enslave the citizens of the defeated state and make 
them work for it. But the position had completely changed since 
the only normal economic relation between individuals and 
nations had become one of exchange. Suppose the victorious 
country annexed the conquered. Then the individual inhabitants 
of that country would become more dangerous competitors than 
before of the citizens of the victorious country because no longer 


Couiit von Mettemich to Prince von Billow, May 4, 1906: ‘It is a consoling sign that 
in the very quarter where competition might have been expected to have produced a 
natural hostility the wish for friendly relations is strongest. In the course of the winter I 
have often come into contact with prominent representatives of British industry and 
commerce and have always found a genuine wish that Germany and England might re- 
main on excellent terms with each other.’ (Die Grossc Politik . . . vol. xxi^^, p. 425.) ‘It was 
the great commercial centres of Great Britain tliat were most pacific and least anti-German 
up to the very outbreak of the Great War,’ (Viscount Grey of Fallodon, Twenty^Jiue Years^ 
1892 - 1916 , vol. i, p. 134-) 

* Europe's Optical Illusion, November 1909, reprinted in April and June 1910 — The Great 
Illusion. A Study of the Relation of Military Power in Nations to their Economic and 
Social Advantages, November 1910. 
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divided from them by a political frontier. Suppose the conqueror 
were content with imposing an indemnity upon the conquered 
people. The consequent influx of gold into the victorious country 
would produce a general rise in prices, and thus render more for- 
midable the economic competition of the defeated country which 
paid the indemnity. Would it be argued that the causes of war 
were not economic but movements of feeling inaccessible to 
financial considerations? History proved that societies of the 
military type had been steadily losing their ascendancy, that as 
mankind becomes civiHzed it becomes commercialized, and that, 
like wars of rehgion or duelling, wars between nations are being 
rendered obsolete by the growm of enlightenment. ^ 

The success which The Great Illusion enjoyed throughout thq 
entire world is well known. Within a year of publication, it had \ 
been translated into eleven languages. In England, with which 
alone we are here concerned, it made a profound impression. 
Nothing short of a school grew up around it, among the Cam- 
bridge undergraduates first, then in commercial circles at Man- 
chester, then at all the universities and in all the industrial centres 
of the United Kingdom. Finally, there were no less than forty 
study circles centred round an institution called from the name 
of the patron who financed it: The Carton Foundation for Pro- 
moting the Study of International PoUcy.^ And indeed, apart 
from the intrinsic merits of the book, its success is not difficult to 
explain. For that other ideology which explained war as due to 
the economic structure of the modem world was at once too 
revolutionary and too pessimistic to appeal to the British public. 
Since it represented war as one of the evils inherent in a capitahst 
Society it left only the choice between war and a revolt of the 
working class, andEnghshmen, evenEnghshmen of Sociahst sym- 
pathies, disliked both. And it conflicted with the deep-seated con- 
viction of business men who, whatever might be said in Germany, 
knew that they desired not war but peace. Norman AngelPs 
philosophy, on the contrary, suited perfectly the Radical free 
traders who, threatened after their victory at the 1906 Election by 

^ Lord Esher *La Guerre etLa Paix quelques facteurs nouueaux de la politique Internationale * 
a speech dehvered at the Sorbonne, March 27, 1914. (The Influence of King Edward and 
other Essays, 1915, pp. 229 sqq.; see especially pp. 237-8.) Norman Angell the Foundations 
of International Policy, 1914, pp. 194 sqq., 220 sqq. King Edward who was not much of a 
reader read Norman Angell’ s book and was attracted by his brilliant and clear reasoning 
(Lord Esher, iv, p. 55). 
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the double counter-offensive of the militarists and the tariff refor- 
mers, were delighted to meet with a popular book which justified 
their belief in free trade and their hatrecl of a pohcy of armaments. 
Moreover, at the same moment Lloyd George’s great Budget 
had brought home to the wealthy class which constituted the 
shock troops of the Unionist party the heavy cost not only of war 
but even of preparation for it. Even Sir Edward Grey’s imperiaHst 
convictions would seem to have been shaken. Anxious for the 
fate of European civiUzation ‘if this tremendous expenditure goes 
on’ we find him in 1911 refusing to believe war possible: 1 think 
it is much more likely that the burden will be dissipated by inter- 
nal revolution, by the revolt of the masses of men against taxa- 
tion.’^ 


4 

This pacifist movement, and the movement inseparable from it 
in favour of a better understanding with Germany which came 
to birth after the Tangier episode — and had never altogether 
ceased — was now gaining a new strength, marked by the founda- 
tion of societies, the pubheation of magazines, and the exchange 
of visits between British and German members of Protestant 
rehgious bodies, British and German journalists, and the munici- 
palities of large towns in Great Britain and Germany. But had it 
struck deep roots? In the first place, among the leaders of the 
movement we notice a disquietingly large proportion of German 
or German Jewish names. Sir Max Waecnter was advocating a 
European federation against America which would include 
England and Germany,^ Lucien Wolf urged as a reply to the 
raising of the French tariff the conclusion of a commercial treaty 
between England and Germany. Sir John Brunner of the great 
chemical firm, Mond-Brunner, was President of the National 
Liberal Federation. Sir Alfred Mond of the same firm directed 
the Westminster Gazette. Sir Edgar Speyer, who controlled the 
underground railways of London, was intimate both with Asquith 

^ H. of C., March 13, 1911 (Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1911, vol. xxii, p. 1985). 

‘ Sir Max Wacchtcr, European Federation. A Lecture delivered at the London Institution on 
the 25 th February, 1909 . See also on Sir Max Waechter’s project an article in the Economist 
for October 12, 1907; Sir Max Waechter was one of the Vice-Presidents of the Tariff 
Reform League — also Contemporary Review, November 1912 (vol. cii, pp. 621 sqq.). Sir 
Max Waechter ‘The Federation of Europe; Is it Possible?* (an article in which the writer 
tones down the anti-American colour of his original project). 
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and the German Chancellor.^ Lord Rothschild in London and the 
banker Schwabach in Berlin worked hand in hand to improve 
relations between the two countries.^ Sir Ernest Casscl founded 
an Anglo-German Institute to assist young Enghshmen who 
settled in Germany and young Germans who settled in England.® 
Whenever a meeting was to be arranged between the rulers of 
England and Germany, we find Sir Ernest Cassel, the great London 
financier, in communication with Albert Ballin, the great Ham- 
burg shipbuilder. Both were Jews and Germims by birth. Ballin 
had remained faithful to his native creed and country, Cassel had 
been nationalized an EngUshman and converted to Catholicism., 
Ballin was an intimate friend of Wilham II, Cassel both the friend \ 
and banker of Edward VII who, when in London, wound up \ 
every afternoon at his whist table. ^ All these men brought to the 
cause of peace the far from negligible support of their influence 
and brains. But they can hardly be regarded as representative of 
Enghsh society. 

Other influences played their part in the movement for peace, 
of which the most important were the activities of those humani- 
tarian groups, religious and intellectual, which found a willing 
and eloquent mouthpiece in Lloyd George. But even under a 
Liberal Government we must not exaggerate their power. They 
had indeed succeeded in compelling a reform in the administra- 
tion of the Belgian Congo. But that was because the agitation 
served important financial interests and was supported by all the 
commercial magnates of Liverpool, who were eager to destroy 
the monopoly of a foreign country. And their violent hostility 
towards Russia, which found expression in loud protests when 
the King of England went to Reval and again the following year 
when the Czar visited the King at Cowes, was a source of con- 
siderable embarrassment to the Government. But when all is said 
their opposition effected nothing. The friendship between England 
and Russia had more dangerous enemies in the imperialist camp 
and when it was a matter of attacking the new Russian policy of 
the Foreign Office Arthur Ponsonby found his ally in Lord 

^ Prince von Btilow to Count von Mettcmich, December 25, 1908; Von Bethman- 
Hollweg to Count von Mcttcmich, February 3, 1911 (Die Crosse Politik . . . vol. xxviii, 
p. 37: vol. xxviP\ p. 668). 

® For the details of their correspondence sec Paul H. von Schwabach, Aus meiner Akten^ 

1927. 

® The Times, August 17, 1911. 

* For Sir Ernest Casscl sec Sir Sidney Lee, KtM£ Edward VII, pp. 60 sqq. et passim. 
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Curzon. When, on the other hand, it was a question of attacking 
directly tlie policy of armaments, we have already seen the weak- 
ness of the pacifist opposition. The general staffs of the British 
and French armies were making joint preparations for an eventual 
war with Germany. Can it be said that ParUament seriously 
attempted to exercise its right of control by demanding full infor- 
mation on the subject?^ The pacifists clung to the belief that the 
advent of a Liberal Government would inaugurate an era of dis- 
armament and international peace. What had they done to prevent 
the Admiralty building Dreadnoughts in constantly increasing 
numbers, eight now at once? Did it mean that the instinct of 
‘pugnacity’, denounced by Norman Angell as a survival of bar- 
barism, was still powerful even among the sincerest friends ot 
peace? In a powerful novel, H. G. Wells showed how ‘a war in 
the air’ tlircatened European civilization with ruin.^ But he played 
at soldiers with his two little boys and invented new miUtary 
games for their amusement.^ W. T. Stead was the most vociferous 
and the most theatrical representative of British pacifism. But he 
was also one of the protagonists of the formula: two keels to one: 
two English Dreadnoughts to one German. In the Cabinet Lord 
Loreburn was a convinced opponent of Sir Edward Grey’s 
foreign policy, but he did not object to Lady Loreburn’s christen- 
ing a Dreadnought.^ And in a book written a little later, one of 


^ ‘Wc hear that we are under a formal obligation to assist the French armies with an 
expeditionary force which would land in France in the event of an attack on France by 
Germany. This open secret is the property of all in the three countries concerned who 
pretend to be well informed. It has been set in black and white by the “Temps”; it has 
passed uncontradicted in the French Chamber; it has received publicity on German plat- 
forms from an authority so competent as Herr Bassermann, the leader of the National 
Liberals. It is only our own Hou.se of Commons which shows no curiosity to have it 
affirmed or denied.’ (The Nation, March 12, 1910, p. 903). 

® The War hi the Air and particularly how Mr. Bert Smallways fared while it lasted, 1908. 
For a general statement of H. G. WcUs’ pre-war opimons see vol. xx of the Atlantic 
Edition of his works entitled : The War in the Air and other War Forebodinjis. 

3 Little Wars. A Game for Boys from Twelve Years of Age to One Hundred and Fifty and 
for the more Intelligent Sort of Girls who like Boys* Games and Books. With an Appendix on 
Kricgspiel, 1913. The book, it is true, concludes on a pacifist note. ‘Great War is at present, 
I am convinced, not only the most expensive game in the universe, but it is a game out of 
all proportion. Not only are the masses of men and material and suffering and incon- 
venience too monstrously big for reason but — the available heads wc have for it arc too 
small (p. 100). But this docs not alter the fact that Wells played the general for the enter- 
tainment of himself, his children and his readers. 

* The Times, October 28, 1909. Cf. John Viscount Morley, Memorandum onResi^tion, 
August 1914 , 1928, p. 19: ‘With a fleet of overwhelming power, a disinterestedness beyond 
suspicion, a foreign minister of proved abihty, truthfulness and self-control, when the 
smoke of battlefields has cleared from our European sky, England might have expected 
an influence not to be acquired by a hundred of her little Expeditionary Forces.* 
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the most forcible and sincere impeachments by an Enghshman’s 
pen of his country’s pohey during the years which led up to the 
War, it is amusing to read such an unconscious relevation as the 
following remark: ‘So long as he (the author) hves he will 
remember the thrill of admiration and something akin to pride 
that he experienced when he viewed the Grand Fleet at Spithead 
in July 1914. It was a mighty monument to the sciences and crafts- 
manship of Britain.’^ 


5 

Nevertheless, the British pubhc was thoroughly convinced that it 
wanted peace, even if perhaps it did not always want its indispenV- 
able conditions. Even during the naval scare attempts were made l!p 
pour oil on the troubled waters. In September 1908 a leading 
review, the Fortnightly , pubHshed an important article, unsigned, 
whose anonymous author urged that an attempt should be made 
to effect an Anglo-German entente. ‘Beyond question the British 
and the Germans are the two races most fitted to advance the 
orderly, competent administration of the world. In fact, if they 
could only divide up between them the troubled portions of the 
globe there would be a good chance of firm, steady government . 

^ J. T. Walton Newbold, Houf Europe Armed for War (1871-1914), 1916, p. 76. The 
author adds: Tt was a tragedy of steel cunningly designed and admirably wedded to the 
fulfilment of the misdirected genius of a nation.’ But these words are double-edged and 
what matters is the thrill of admiration and pride which runs through them And it is 
perhaps among the revolutionary writers that the most striking expressions of England’s 
pride in her navy are to be found. The syndicalist, Stephen Reynolds, in the preface to a 
book he published m 1912 entitled, The Lower Deck. The Navy and the Nation writes as 
follows: ‘Of all our great public institutions I confess to being proudest of the Navy. For 
it docs seem to me that, whatever its faults, the Navy is the outward and visible sign of 
that which is best in the Dntish seafaring spirit Armaments, no doubt, are an appalling 
piece of mternational pighcadedness, a frightful waste of human lives and national resour- 
ces; yet I imagine that men of the future will look back on us and say ; “Out of that barbar- 
ous foolishness they created, on an heroic scale, one thing that was splendid in spite of its 
defects — their Navy” — And I fancy that our naval history will make their blood run 
faster as it makes mine. An economic waste may be in other ways a gain.’ (p. vii.) Notice 
also the perplexity felt by young Keeling, who was indeed a Fabian, not a syndicalist, but 
also a convinced friend of Germany. ‘. . . I sec as clearly as anything that aggressiveness 
and quarrelsomeness is no earthly good — it has done me no good and won’t do anyone 
else any good. Tolstoy taken literally is absurd ... I am a Big- Navy Man. But the spirit 
of Tolstoy and Shaw or Voltaire (each at his best) is the only tolerable outlook on life one 
sees and feels ’ (To Miss Townshend, June 3, 1914); Keeling Letters and Recollections, 1918, 
p. 173. '. . . 1 am hesitating on the brink of taking part in Liberal politics. I think I shall; I 
don’t sec what else I can do usefully in politics. 1 am decidedly anti-revolutionist, and I 
don’t believe in most of the doctrines which distinguish the I.L.P. from the Liberals — 
the right to work, extreme anti-militarism, Little-Navy, and Little-Englandism.’ (To the 
Same, June 14, 1914; ibid., p. 175.) 
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replacing flabbiness and chaos in all quarters which cause anxiety 
from time to time/^ The crisis which immediately followed the 
annexation of Bosnia did not prevent the Liberal Press in London 
and Manchester expressing its desire to see the question settled by 
the joint arbitration of England and Germany. It was, to be sure, 
an empty wish, for it ran directly counter to the deUberate poHcy 
of the German Government. But the crisis had barely been 
brought to an end by Isvolsky’s surrender when another important 
review, the Nineteenth Century, published the answers obtained by 
a joumahst who had sounded several Germans in high position 
with a view to discovering a basis for an entente between the two 
countries.^ Their answers cannot be called encouraging. The 
writer’s desire for an entente is obviously far stronger than that of 
his German interlocutors. Nevertheless, there existed in Germany 
and even in government circles a party which began to feel alarm 
at the dangers in which their country might be involved by the 
naval policy pursued during the last few years. 

For we must not imagine that the diplomatic victory which 
Von Billow gamed in 1909 over Isvolsky was such an unmitigated 
triumph as his victory over Delcassc in 1905. His stroke at Tangier 
had set the seal on his reputation for statesmanship. The episode 
of Bosnia was the prelude to his downfall. He had arranged the 

^ *Why not an Anglo-Gcrinan eutenteV (Fortnightly Reoicu/, September 1908, pp. 394 
sqq. and 401). For the real or supposed affinities between the two peoples cf. Basil Wil- 
liams, ‘Anglo-German Relations’ (Edinburgh Review, October 1909, No. 430, pp. 447 sqq.). 
See especially p. 447: ‘Nowhere on foreign soil have English writers and thinkers found 
a readier hearing than in Germany, or those in Germany than with us. Such close connec- 
tions are but natural: for wc arc of the same blood, and in the mam of the same religion, 
while in fundamental characteristics no two nations resemble one another more closely 
than the English and the Germans ’ See also a little later Sir Henry H Johnston, ‘German 
Views of aii Anglo-Gcrman Understanding’ (Nineteenth Century and After, December 1910, 
vol. Ixviii, pp. 978 sqq ). 'The Need for an Anglo-German Understanding’ (ibid., January 
1911, vol. Ixix, pp. 82 sqq). See especially vol. Ixviii, p. 978: 'Any person of average 
intelligence and over, who has been enabled to visit the German Empire at the present 
time, even cursorily, must be aware of the enormous progress made by the German 
people in science, art, social legislation, internal commumcations, commerce, and the 
amenities of life. And even a tourist of no quick apprehension— in fact, for this purpose 
the stupider the better— must feel that m travelling about Germany he is more at home, 
made to feel more at home, than in any other country outside the British Dominions and 
the Umted States, for the reason that nowhere outside the lands where English is the 
national speech is our tongue more widely spoken than in Germany; with no race in the 
world have we so frequently inter-married than with the Germans.’ And conversely on 
the psychological paradox of the Anglo-French Entente sec Whelplcy, The Trade of the 
World, 1913, p. 99. We have called attention to all these passages to bring home to the 
reader’ on the one hand how sincere were the sentiments they express, on the other hand 
for how little they counted on August 4, 1914. 

2 Aeneas O’Neill, 'Six German Opimons on the Naval Situation’ (Nineteenth Century 
and After, No. 339. May 1909, vol. Ixv. pp. 725 sqq.). 
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former in complete harmony with his sovereign. The latter left 
them at loggerheads. The Daily Telegraph incident was the occa- 
sion of the quarrel, but its causes lay deeper. The uneasiness with 
which the Chancellor regarded the anti-EngUsh naval pohcy pur- 
sued by Wilham II and Von Tirpitz was the greater because it 
was so costly and the problem of raising the money was more 
difficult for the German than for the British Government. For in 
Germany there were no direct taxes which could be increased 
whenever more money was needed. In consequence of the still 
incomplete unification of the Empire the sources of revenue at tlic 
disposition of the Government were inadequate. To increase th^m 
it would be necessary to reform the entire system of taxation ahd 
such a reform must, according to the method adopted, offend tme 
rich or the poor, alternatives equally formidable. Von Biilow, 
therefore, at the end of 1908, was pressing prudence upon the 
German Admiralty. Could they not build fewer ironclads and 
more torpedo boats and submarines ? Or without abandoning the 
programme of 1909 as regards the number of ships to be built, 
could they not build them more slowly?^ 

To statesmen trained in the old school of Bismarck the position 
seemed nothing short of scandalous. The war to which they must 
look forward would not be a continental struggle which might 
lead later to English intervention. Thanks to Tirpitz and Wilham 
II — so the malcontents alleged — the threat of a naval war with 
England hung over Germany. The general staff of the army which 
had always looked askance at the constantly increasing prestige 
of the Admiralty regarded as madness a war which must be 
carried on by a navy which as was known and admitted before- 
hand could never equal die British. What should the army do in 
that case? While the British army apprehended a German landing 
on the coast of Norfolk, the German army found itself compelled 
to form very different plans. In the event of war with England the 
Chief of Staff would be obliged ‘to ask the Emperor to declare 
war on France at the same time’.^ 

^ Prince von Billow to Admiral von Tirpitz, December 23, 1908; The Same to die 
Same, January ii, 1909 {Die Grosse Polttik . . . vol. xxviii, pp. 39, 61). 

* ‘Protocol by the Head of the Ministry of Marine, Vice-Admiral von MUller, reporting 
a meeting held at the Chancery on June 3, 1909, from half-past four to half-past eight.’ 
(A. von Tirpitz, Politische Dokumente, vol. i, p. 160.) It is interesting to notice the forecasts 
made by several Germans a year earlier about the time of the Reval meeting. The German 
economist Schultze-Gavernitz after predicting that England would declare war on Ger- 
many continues; ‘England’s naval victories would perhaps be compensated by the defeat 
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But before adopting such extreme measures, might not Ger- 
many take advantage of the favourable opportunity presented 
by her recent successes in the Balkans, and her agreement with 
France about Morocco to make new proposals to Eng lan d such 
as would not be derogatory to German prestige? Von Biilow 
summoned the Ambassador Mcttemich to a Cabinet council held 
on Jime 3 to meet Tirpitz, Von Moltke, Von Schon, Be thmann- 
HoUweg, and Von Muller. He sketched an entire programme of 
reconcihation, a colonial agreement, a pact of neutraUty with 
England, and an abatement of the naval competition. He fell 
from power, overthrown, for the first time in the history of the 
German Empire, by a majority in the Reichstag. He was replaced 
by Bethmann-HoUweg who immediately adopted his predeces- 
sor’s pohey. Negotiations were begun between the two Govern- 
ments and dragged on very slowly for two years. The Emperor, 
though extremely sceptical, indeed almost hostile, did not refuse 
his consent.^ 


of France on land. An unsuccessful naval war would necessarily force Germany to adopt 
Napoleon’s policy which is far from her present intention* — and he adds: ‘Would it be 
possible to strike England a blow on land — for example by allying ourselves with the 
Moslem world? In any event such a war (between Germiany and England) which many 
of our jmgocs regard as a naval war easily despatched would usher in a period of general 
and long-drawn conflict.’ (Dr von Schultzc-Gavemitz, England und Deutschland. Zweite 
erweiterte Aujiage dcr festschrift zur Gehurtstag Seiner Koniglichen Hoheit dcs Grossherzog vOn 
Baden, am 9 Jw/i, 1907 ^ 1908,) And the bead of the Admiralty von MilUer wrote to von 
Tirpitz on Aiigu.st 31, 1908: 'It is easy to say, “better a world war than dishonourable 
peace”. But what aspect will this world war assume? What main objectives will it pursue? 
Will it spread from France to England, or will its theatre be the East? Have we sufficient 
naval strength, our leaders being the men they arc, even to contemplate tasks of such a 
Napoleonic magnitude, not to speak of achieving them ? To answer such questions is a 
very serious rcsponsibihty.’ (A. von Tirpitz, Politische Dokumetite, vol. i, p. 85.) Is it 
credible that no echo of these speculations, reached England? As early as 1907 Austin 
Harrison wrote: ‘All the loose talk of war amounts, in fact, to this: if ever we have friction 
with Germany, France will be made to foot the bill. The French know it; all German 
diplomacy is based upon it. In the event of hostilities, Germany will invade France within 
a few hours of the declaration of war, directly through Belgium. Nor can there be any 
question that all her military plans of invasion are drawn up with that intention. The 
British Fleet, Germans say, may destroy our Navy — if they can get at it — but we shall be 
in Paris in a short time; and the price of peace will be some £750,000,000 and the entire 
French Navy, to say nothing of ports, and forts, another useful accessory.’ (England and 
Germany, p. 169.) 

* For these negotiations see British Documents . . . vol. vi, pp. 283 sqq.; and Die Crosse 
Politik . . . vol. xxviii, pp. 199 sqq. 
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6 

The ultimate and avowed object of these negotiations was to 
put an end to the naval competition which threatened to ruin both 
nations without benefiting either. But as soon as the position was 
stated in these terms it was England’s turn to make demands. 
Either she simply asked for an assurance that the German Naval 
Law of 1900 would not be reinforced by a further law before 1920 
when the entire programme would be completed — for example, 
in 1912, the critical year after which, if the law of 1900 were 
strictly carried out, Germany would lay down only two Dreadh 
noughts a year instead of four. Or she suggested ingenious devieds 
by which Germany could reduce her naval expenditure without 
violating the provisions of the law of 1900, for example, by biiild-\ 
ing more slowly or by building smaller vessels. - 

To these proposals the German negotiators returned an evasive 
answer. The fleet for whose construction witliin twenty years the 
law of 1900 made provision was not specially directed against 
England. It was regarded by the German Admiralty as strictly 
proportionate to the present position of German commerce and 
the strength of her mercantile marine. If the German Government 
were to accept a smaller navy, it must be in return for some ade- 
quate compensation — for example, the conclusion of a ‘political 
agreement’ between the two Powers. It was this request for an 
agreement which Bethmann-Hollweg, on this point obeying the 
Emperor’s express wish, persisted in pushing to the front, whereas 
the British kept the hmitation of armaments in the foreground. 
Already when Biilow was Chancellor three alternative proposals 
had been prepared by the German Foreign Office, a proposal for 
a regular aUiance, a proposal for a pact of neutrahty , and a vaguer 
proposal for an entente. At the close of 1909 it was the pact of 
neutrality that was suggested. England was to promise ‘benevolent 
neutrahty’ towards Germany, and Germany reciprocally towards 
England whatever the conflict in which either power might en- 
gage. Sir Edward Grey, and this no doubt was what Wilham II 
intended, found the proposal extremely embarrassing. 

How indeed could he admit that the entente with France made 
any alUance or quasi-alliance with Germany impossible ? And how 
could he conclude even a pact of neutrality when the General 
Staffs of England and France were concocting the best means to 
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protect the North of France in the event of a German invasion? 
He evaded the issue by replying that neither the Anglo-French nor 
the Anglo-Russian entente contained such a guarantee of neutral- 
ity, comprised indeed no provisions other than those by which the 
powers concerned — ^England and France, England and Russia — 
settled amicably individual questions in dispute between them. 
Why not therefore conclude a simple colonial agreement between 
England and Germany? On the question of Bagdad and the Per- 
sian railways a settlement could surely be reached. To this the 
German Government raised no objection: before his fall, von 
Billow had contemplated such a colonial agreement. But it insis- 
ted on the primary importance of a political pact. Sir Edward 
Grey was not prepared to meet this repeated demand by a blunt 
refusal but sought to find a formula which would satisfy Germany 
without losing the friendship of France and Russia. What could 
it be ? He explained his views on the matter to the colonial dele- 
gates when in May 1911 the Imperial Conference once more met 
in London. ‘The entente must be public.’ It must not ‘put us back 
into the old bad relations with France and Russia’. And it must be 
of such a nature that ‘there is no chance of a disturbance of the 
peace between Germany and France or Germany and Russia*.^ 
In short, it was to be such an understanding as the temper of the 
Continental powers made impossible. Did not Sir Edward know 
this? In May 1911 the conversations had already been suspended 
for several months. 

The conversations had been secret, as also was Sir Edward 
Grey’s statement to the Imperial Conference. Nevertheless, the 
mere fact that they were begun and continued so long is a proof 
that the feeling of the public towards Germany was not so hostile 
as it had been during the diplomatic crisis which followed the 
annexation of Bosnia. The struggle over the Budget, and the con- 
flict between the Upper and Lower Houses of ParUament had 
contributed largely to this change of feehng. Public attention 

^ H. H. Abquith, The Genesis of War, 1923, p. 124. Cf. Sir Edward Grey to Sir E. 
Goschen, September i, 1909: 'There is nothing in oiir agreements with France and Russia 
which is directed against Germany and therefore nothing to bar a friendly arrangement 
with Germany. ... I want a good understanding with Germany, but it must be one 
which will not impoverish those which we have with France and Russia — should have 
thought some formula could be found to which they also could be parties; that would be 
the best and most reassuring solution, though I see that the French could not be a party to 
anything which looked like confirming the loss of Alsace and Lorraine.’ (British Documents 
. . vol. V, pp. 803-4.) 
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was elsewhere. And other circumstances favoured if not an 
entente it least a relaxation of tension between England and 
Germany. 


7 

In the first place there was King Edward's death. His influence 
upon British foreign pohey, as we have already emphasized, was 
slight. It could have been as important as it is sometimes repre- 
sented, there could have existed that ‘policy of King Edward' 
which legend depicts, only if the King had been a greater min 
than he was, and he would have found himself compelled to over- 
ride the opposition of pubhc opinion as expressed by the Pres^ 
by his Parliament, by his ministers and by the civil service.^ Theri 
were, however, two — and only two — occasions on which up to a\ 
point he had insisted on having liis own way. When he decided 
to visit Paris in 1903 he had to overcome the scruples of his minis- 
ters who were afraid that it might be the occasion for hostile 
manifestations which might imperil the understanding with 
France they were trying to acliieve. And when he decided to visit 
Reval in 1908 he was obhged to defy the noisy opposition of the 
Radicals who thought it disgraceful that the King of England, by 
visiting the Czar for the first time in liistory, should appear to 
condone the sanguinary repression of the revolution. But on both 
occasions the pohey which these visits furthered was the poHcy 
of the Foreign Office, the Admiralty, and the War Office and a 
pohey supported by the great bulk of the Press. These and all the 
other visits he made, accompanied by Sir Charles Hardiiige, were 
simply the visits of an ambassador more mobile and more splcn- 

^ ‘The popular idea, outside the British Isles, that King Edward moulded the 
foreign policy of ins country, is of course pure illusion. Once or twice m a century, the 
policy of a great nation is determined by the throne or by the action of a statesman. Such 
men were Cavour and Bismarck. But as a rule the force that drives one nation towards 
unity, another towards revolution and another towards expansion, comes from the neces- 
sity of the people influenced by the conditions under which it is stnvuig for existence.’ 
(Lord Esher, The Influence of King Edward and Essays on other Subjects, 1915, p. 50.) Ltird 
Esher who held an important position at court had been one of the most active agents in 
bringing about the rapprochement between England and France.^n the article from which 
the passage just quoted has been taken and which appeared shortly after the death of 
Edward Vll in the Deutsche Reuue — and which was probably submitted to King George 
before publication — it is also of interest to notice a passage in which Lord Esher expresses 
the wish that the Anglo-French entente might be transformed into a triple entente between 
England, Germany, and France (ibid., p. 53). See further on the influence exercised by 
King Edward on foreign poUcy the judicious remarks of Jacques Bardoux ‘Victoria I, 
Edouard VII, Georges V,’ pp. 230 sqq. 
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did than the rest but also perhaps more anxious to obey exactly 
the instructions of his Foreign Minister. Nor were these Royal 
journeys so consistently anti-German as they are often represen- 
ted. The visit to Cronberg was not a deUberate shght on WilHam 
II though the latter chose to regard it as such. And the visit to 
Berlin in January 1909 six months after Cronberg and three 
months after the Daily Telegraph incident, was an advance made 
to the German nation as well as to its Emperor. It would seem that 
on the occasion of this visit William II had the satisfaction of hear- 
ing his uncle express approval of his policy of naval construction 
and disavow the campaign the British Press was conducting 
against it.^ On the other hand, we must remember that these 
visits — an innovation in British diplomacy — gave the policy of 
the Foreign Office such a dramatic embodiment that the growth 
of the legend is easy to understand. And it is not surprising that 
William II in particular should have regarded them as hostile acts 
or rather as encroachments upon his own province. For he had 
been the creator of the part. For a long time his journeys had 
focused the attention of the world. But now accounts of the 
comings and goings of another monarch filled the European 
Press. The King of the great rival nation visited all the rulers in 
Europe including the one whom William was not allowed to visit. 

It was intolerable, and Edward Vlfs death relieved the Em- 
peror’s vanity, so often hurt on a particularly tender spot since his 
uncle’s accession to the British throne. Moreover, he came to 
London for the King’s funeral and the emotion he displayed was 
not a mere formality. The son of an English woman, England was, 
after all, in many respects his second fatherland. At Windsor — at 
Buckingham Palace, memories of childhood and youth thronged 
thick about liim. He was delighted to witness among a people 
whom the German Press had depicted as consumed by the fever 
of revolution the grave bearing, the respect, and the genuine 
sorrow 'with wliich tens of thousands of his subjects watched the 
funeral of their monarch. And since the London crowd trans- 
ferred to him something of the emotion it felt in the presence of 
King Edward’s coffm, before he left England something not un- 
like a reconciliation had been effected between the British people 
and the German Emperor. 

^ Sz 6 gy< 5 ny. Despatch from Berlin, February 17, 1909 {O^terreich-Ungams Aussenpolitik 

. . .vol. i,p. 835). 
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The new King was a more pronounced Conservative than his 
father and, as we should expect from an old sailor, more directly 
concerned at the growth of the German fleet than the clubman he 
succeeded. 

But, on the other hand, he can hardly have failed to entertain 
towards imperial Germany those mingled sentiments of esteem 
and dishke felt by the entire British aristocracy and by all the 
ofEcers in high command, and the Enghsh ruhng class had come 
to the conclusion that for the moment at least their esteem was 
greater than their dislike. The naval attache at Berhn whose 
reports were beUeved to have embittered the relations between | 
England and Germany was replaced by another charged to create 
a more friendly atmosphere. Admiral Jcllicoe visited Germany 
and made himself pleasant and popular. In England the domestic 
situation had become too serious for the Conservatives even to 
think of attempting to divert the voter’s attention by reviving 
the German peril when in December they were again summoned 
to the poll. And two months later both McKenna and Sir Edward 
Grey speaking in the House of Commons on the navy estimates 
used language calculated to give satisfaction to German opinion. 


8 

McKenna, as First Lord of the Admiralty, discovered that 
England had exaggerated the speed of German naval construction. 
The German Government had spoken the truth when it made 
diplomatic protests against the miscalculations of the British 
Admiralty. It had been given out that by March 19 ii Germany 
would possess nine Dreadnoughts as against England’s twelve. 
In fact, she possessed only five. Did that mean that all the recent 
expenditure on Dreadnoughts, eight in 1909, five in 1910, and 
tliis year five more, had been money wasted? Not at all: for even 
at this rate of construction, to look a few years ahead, the Two- 
Power Standard could not be maintained. Liberal ministers began 
once more to give the formula a more moderate interpretation. 
McKenna asked for a fleet that was ‘Supreme as against any 
foreign navy, and as against any reasonable probable combination 
which we might have to meet single-handed’, and Sir Edward 
Grey also declared in so many words that the American navy 
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must not be taken into account, and that he would be satisfied 
with ‘a fleet sufficient to hold the sea against any reasonably prob- 
able combination’.^ It was an empty formula at a time when 
England had no coaUtion of hostile navies to fear. It meant, in 
fact, a fleet superior to the German fleet by itself. And what degree 
of superiority would suffice? The special effort now being made 
would give England in 1913 thirty large ironclads to twenty-one 
German. Not ‘two keels to one’ but almost three keels to two. It 
was the formula which in 1908 Lloyd George had championed 
against the formula of the party in favour of large armaments^ 
and the Wilhelmstrasse interpreted Sir Edward Grey’s speech as 
a surrender. ‘If four years ago’, the Emperor remarked, ‘we had 
taken the advice of Metternich and von Biilow and ceased to 
build, we should be Copenhagened now ! You see how our deter- 
mination is respected and how they are obliged to submit to hard 
facts. Let us go on then quietly building.’® 

In May, WilUam II paid another visit to London. The occasion 
of his visit, which was a family affair (Sir Edward Grey seems to 
have eluded all his attempts to discuss politics)^ was the opening 
of the monument to Queen Victoria, grandmother both of the 
German Emperor and the English King. The spectacle Europe 
presented to his eyes was calculated to flatter his pride. He saw 
England stripped of the bulwark the Upper House had presented 
against the demands of the pacifists, labour, and the Irish. He saw 
anarchy spreading in France : a strike of post office employees had 
been followed by a strike of railwaymen, and the strike of vine 
dressers which had assumed such formidable proportions in the 
South two years before was prolonged in Champagne by dis- 
orders in which German agents provacateurs had a hand. In 1909 
Russia had shown the world how weak she had been left by the 
combined disasters of the war and revolution, and the two 
Emperors were dravm together by their common fear of popular 
insurrection, William did not want war. Never had the ruler of 
a powerful state while employing so freely the language of war, 

^ H. of C., March 13, 1911 {parliamentary Debates, 1911 Commons, 5th Series, vol. xxii, 
pp. 1916, 1979)- 

* Prince von Metternich to Chancellor von Billow, August i, 1908 {Die Grosse Politik 
. . . vol. xxiv.pp. 113 -U)- 

“ Note to a despatch frem the naval attach^ in London to the German Admiralty, 
March 14, 19TI (von Tirpitz, Politische Dokumente, vol. i, p. 189). 

* Szogyeny’s despatch from Berlin, January 19, 1912 (Osterreich-Ungarns Aussenpolitik 
. . . vol. iii, p. 778)- 
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SO dreaded its reality. He disapproved of the pan-Gcnnan agita- 
tion which was becoming increasingly vocal. Though in the 
bottom of his heart he may have sympathized with its aims, he 
found fault with its impatience. He cherished the hope that the 
day would come when his navy would intimidate England as the 
German army had intimidated France since 1871. When it arrived 
a German statesman might perhaps risk the decisive venture.^ 
But this was notliing more than a vague dream whose accompUsh- 
ment he was glad to believe would be remote. The speeches 
dehvered in March by Sir Edward Grey and McKenna, the cor- 
dial welcome he received when he visited London unofficiallyi 
with liis wife and two of his sons, and the information he received 
from all quarters confirmed him in his belief — and he was de- 
hghted to have it confirmed — that peace was secure. 

If peace was secure, the moment was perhaps favourable to 
make England a gesture of friendsliip. Not indeed of the kind dear 
to humanitarian Liberalism. When the American Government 
invited the three Governments ofEngland, France, and Germany 
to conclude general treaties of arbitration, the proposal, gladly 
accepted by the French and British Governments, had been rejec- 
ted by William, and to any protests that might be raised he was in 
a position to reply that at that very moment the House of Lords, 
after much procrastination, was rejecting the Declaration of 
London, thereby nullifying aU the work accomphshed at the 
Second Hague Conference. If however peace were really assured 
how could the negotiations begun in 1909 between Grey and 
Bethmann-Hollweg, be allowed to break down finally? In the 
matter of a reduction of armaments wliich Germany could not 
accept, and in the matter of a pact of neutrality which England 


^ See a curious article in the Allgemeine Evangehsche Luthcrischc Kirchctizvitiing written 
in November 1908 to justify the interview published by the Daily Telegraph and which 
probably expresses the views current in the Emperor’s immediate entourage: ‘The 
Emperor is doing his^best to secure the friendship of Great Britain. This is not very honour- 
able for us but is necessary so long as we are obliged to avoid war with England because we are 
not yet sufficiendy strong to risk it. It is only a short time since the German people under- 
stood our need of an adequate navy. And we must go on improving it and competing 
with England until if she still possesses three times as many vessels^ we she will be unable 
to find the sailors to man them. Until that day to agnate for war is sheer lunacy. The 
mischief of which our Press has been guilty in this connection, the Emperor is striving to 
undo.* (Quoted by Ed. Bernstein, Die Englische Gefahr und das deutsche Volk, 1911, p. 20.) 
For the dreams of a naval war in which the Kaiser hked to indulge sec the report of inter- 
views given in Bcrhn between February 22 and 25, 1910 by William II and The Chancellor, 
Bethmann-HoUweg. Abbazia March 6, 1910 (Osterreich-Ungarns Aussenpolitik . . . vol. ii, 
pp. 724 sqq.). 
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could not accept, agreement was impossible. But Sir Edward 
Grey had again put forward the suggestion of an exchange of 
information between the respective Admiralties. In both coun- 
tries competition had been increased by mutual suspicion of bad 
faith; the statements made to their respective Parliaments by the 
British and German ministers as to the actual state of naval con- 
struction were regarded in the other country as mendacious. 
Would it not be possible to allow the naval attaches under certain 
definite conditions to visit the dockyards and see for themselves 
the exact number, size, and equipment of the vessels being built ? 
To a British note of June i, Bedimann-HoUweg returned a favour- 
able reply on the 27th. For the first time he communicated to 
Tirpitz the conversations between the two countries, and asked 
him to prepare for negotiations with the technical experts of the 
British Admiralty. But the German note of June 27 received no 
reply. ^ For on July i England, while still plunged in domestic 
strife, found herself taken unawares by a new Moroccan crisis, 
Franco-German and Anglo-German, more serious than any pre- 
ceding crisis had been. 


9 

When the summer of 1911 opened, it was evident that the 
Moroccan agreement concluded between France and Germany 
in February 1909 was doomed to remain ineffective. It met with 
too much opposition in Morocco itself, where the French and 
Germans refused to be reconciled, in France, where it was un- 
popular alike with the Socialists and the Nationahsts and in 
England, where it interfered with too many private interests.* 
Moreover its phraseology was ambiguous. It was very quickly 
discovered that in many spheres, the railways for example, any 
formula of economic collaboration which did not involve some 
administrative or political condominium was not easy to discover. 
Nor was it easy to apply an instrument which recognized that 
France possessed ‘special poHtical intetests’ throughout the whole 
of Morocco and at the same time maintained the inviolabihty of 
the Algcciras pact which denied that any European power, least 

1 British Documents . . . vol. vii, pp. 636 sqq. Die Grasse PoUtik . . . vol. xxviii, pp. 402 
sqq. 

a Aiidrd Tardieu, Le Mystire d* Agadir, p. 79. 
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of all France, possessed special political rights in Morocco. In 
May the French Government made use of this German recogni- 
tion of her privileged position to despatch a punitive expedition 
to Fez. The Spanish Government, anxious to safeguard the secret 
clauses of the 1904 agreement, occupied El-Ksar which was 
situated within the territory which they assigned to her. The 
German Government which had protested from the first against 
the despatch of the French expedition to Fez as a violation of the 
pact of Algeciras now regarded it as definitively condemned. 
While conversations were in progress between the German and 
French Governments as to the possibihty of permitting a Freijch 
occupation of the country in return for adequate compensatiohs, 
the German Government despatched on July i a small warship, 
the Panther, which was followed shortly by a larger vessel, to the 
port of Agadir in Southern Morocco. The pretext for the step was 
the protection of German interests in the district. The true motive 
was to compel negotiations between the three powers — France, 
Germany, and England — for a new settlement of the Moroccan 
question on the ruins of the Algeciras pact.^ 

The German step was calculated to annoy the British Govern- 
ment, thus dchberately ignored. But it was embarrassed by 
domestic difficulties. The coronation had brought about a truce 
in the struggle between the Commons and the Lords. In a few 
days the conflict would be resumed. And it had not even effected a 
truce in an even more serious social struggle, a general strike of 
seamen and dockers which, aggravated by outbreaks of rioting, 
had since June brought the work of all the ports to a standstill. In 
France, the poUtical situation was more chaotic than ever. Since 
Clcmenceau’s fall and the election of 1910 the disintegration of 
parties and the instabihty of cabinets had reached a climax. Only 
a week before the Germans despatched the battleship to Agadir, 
a new cabinet had confronted the Chamber. Of the Prime Minis- 
ter, Joseph Caillaux, who had never before been President of the 
Council, nothing was known except that as Minister of Finance 
he had pursued for several months with but slight success a policy 


^ For the Agadir crisis sec Die Grossc Politik . . . vol. xxix, pp. 137 sqq. British Documents 
. . . vol. vii, pp. 173 sqq. Le by Andr^Tardieu though the work of a parti- 

san and deprived to a certain extent of its documentary value by subsequent publications 
IS still worth consulting. We must however add that on the question with which we arc 
specially concerned, England’s attitude during the second half of 1911, the author is com- 
pletely silent. 
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of economic rapprochement with Germany. At the Foreign Office, 
de Selves was a poUtical tiro who was not only for the first time 
Minister for Foreign Affairs but for the first time a Cabinet 
minister. There could be no doubt tliat the German Govern- 
ment hoped to take advantage of the obvious weakness of both 
Governments to punish France for the audacity of her expe- 
dition to Fez and England for having made common cause with 
France for several years. But what exactly was her aim? By 
making a landing at Agadir to drive England and France into 
war? Or simply to occupy Southern Morocco and defy France 
and England to treat the occupation as a casus belli? Or to compel 
France by the tlireat of occupying part of Morocco to make 
territorial concessions elsewhere? And were these concessions to 
be extensive and humiliating for France ? Or on the contrary so 
moderate that they would satisfy France and eventually detach 
her from England? If that were Germany’s intention, her stroke 
at Agadir was the worst possible inauguration of such a poUcy. 
It aroused too much anger in France, too much greed in Germany. 
It is however probable that the German Government, at variance 
with itself, was not clear as to its own aims. It simply intended to 
derive whatever advantage it could from its action at Agadir now 
that the step had been taken, committing itself and Europe to 
the mercy of events. 


10 


Without loss of time the Quai d’Orsay charged its ambassador 
in London to propose a joint naval demonstration by France and 
England in reply to the German, and at first b^re he had con- 
sulted his colleagues, Sir Edward Grey favourjpkhe suggestion. 
But at a meeting held on July 4, the Cabinet iroised to consider 
the immediate despatch of a British man-of-war to Agadir,^ and 
was content to demand that England should be kept informed of 
the negotiations which should ftot, as Germany proposed, be con- 
fined to three powers, France, Spain and herself. Four powers, 

^ Is there any reason to think that King George exercised his personal influence in the 
same direction? See Mcttemich to Dethmann-Hollwcg, September 25, 1911 (report of a 
conversation with the King at Balmoral) ‘The King, while lamenting the position, ob- 
served that as a result of the grouping of the Powers (which he dislikes intensely) England 
was obliged to support France. But he had at least prevented the despatch of a British 
man-of-war to Agadir which would probably have led to war.’ (Die Grosse PoUtik .. . . 
vol. xxix, p. 245.) 
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France, Germany, Spain and England must take part in any settle- 
ment. On July 6 Asquith, speaking in the House of Commons, 
simply stated in general terms but in accents of gravity that as 
regards the question which had just arisen in Morocco and for 
which he hoped diplomacy would discover a peaceful solution, 
England in the possible event of future developments affecting 
her interests more directly would adopt the attitude dictated by a 
‘due regard to the protection of those interests and to the fulfil- 
ment of our treaty obligations to France’.^ As for the French 
Government, the very day on which the British Cabinet refu&ed 
to send a battleship to Morocco Joseph Caillaux, temporarily in 
charge of the Foreign Office, energetically opposed the despatch 
of a French man-of-war. On this point, therefore, he was 
agreement with Sir Edward Grey. But there the agreement endeq. 
For Caillaux proposed to Berlin that negotiations should take 
place not between three powers as Germany had originally sugges- 
ted, or between four as England demanded, but between two 
alone, France and Germany, for the amicable settlement of all 
questions in dispute between the two countries outside Europe. 
But he refused to put forward any definite proposals, waiting for 
Germany to make them. 

They were made about the middle of July. Kiderlen-Wachter, 
the German Foreign Minister, offered France a free hand in 
Morocco and was even willing to consider the cession of Togo, if 
in return France would hand over to Germany her entire colony 
in the Congo. These proposals were revealed to the public by an 
article wliich appeared in the Matin, followed on July 20 by an 
article in The Times. It was easy to exploit these revelations 
against Germany. For, on the one hand, when England seven 
years earlier had given France a free hand in Morocco, she had 
asked for no territory in return but simply for the abandonment 
of certain rights. On the other hand, a right of pre-emption on 
the Belgian Congo was attached to the French colony. Would 
Germany receive this as well? Finally, though detailed informa- 
tion was lacking, the whole world knew of* the agreement con- 
cluded twelve or thirteen years before between England and 
Germany by which the latter was given certain rather indefinite 
rights over the Portuguese colonies to the south of the Belgian 
Congo. It was evident that Germany intended to build up a vast 

^ Parliamentary Debates^ Coinmoiis 1911, 5th Scries, vol. xxvii, p. 1341. 
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colonial empire in equatorial Africa. France was to give her what 
she wanted, and England to abstain from interference. Otherwise 
Germany would land troops at Agadir. And the British Govern- 
ment had been kept in complete ignorance of these proposals; the 
only information it had received had come from the Press. On 
July 21 Lloyd George, the guest of honour at a banquet of city 
financiers, speaking as the mouthpiece of the Cabinet made a 
formal protest against the attitude of the German Government. 
‘If a situation were to be forced upon us in which peace could only 
be preserved by the surrender of the great and beneficent position 
Britain has won by centuries of heroism and achievement, by 
allowing Britain to be treated where her interests were vitally 
affected as if she were of no account in the Cabinet of Nations, 
then I say emphatically that peace at that price could be a humiha- 
tion, intolerable for a great country like ours to endure. National 
honour is no party question.’^ 


II 

Thus the great demagogue, the arch-enemy of a costly pro- 
gramme of naval expenditure, and the leading champion of a 
rapprochement between England and Germany, came forward in 
opposition to Germany as the mouthpiece of British patriotism and 
imperiahsm. On the Continent the speech made a profound 
impression. But its first effect in Germany was to irritate rather 
than intimidate. On the 25th the Ambassador, Metternich, made 
strong representations to Sir Edward Grey about a speech which 
violated the accepted code of diplomatic procedure. He assured 

^ speech at the Mansion House — Sir A. Nicolson to Sir F. Cartwright, July 24, 1911 : 
*Tlie speech of Lloyd George which, they tell you, was no sudden inspiration but a care- 
fully thought-out one.’ (British Documetits . . . vol. vii, p. 396.) To what extent was Lloyd 
George the mouthpiece of his colleagues? The question has never been cleared up. 
According to Churcliill (The World Crisw, pp. 46-7) he submitted the draft of his speech 
to Churchill, Asquith, and Grey in turn. So far as Grey is concerned, the statement has 
been confirmed by himself- (Twenty-Jive Years 1892 - 1916 , vol. i, pp. 224-5.) Grey how- 
ever states that he suggested no change in the wording but approved the speech as it 
stood. On the other hand what weight should we attach to a story which the Austrian 
Ambassador in BerUn heard from the Emperor, who in turn heard it from a Hamburg 
commercial magnate, who was his intimate friend (probably Ballin) ? According to this 
story Lloyd George in the course of a conversation with the Emperor’s informant excused 
himself by ascribing the entire responsibility for the invidious passage to his colleagues. 
Himself a stranger to foreign politics he had simply read the text put into his hands by 
Asquith and Grey. (Szogy^ny despatch from Berlin, December 19, 1911: Osterreich^- 
Ur^garns Aussenpolitik, vol. iii, pp. 698-9.) 
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the British Government that his Government had no intention of 
estabhshing itself in Morocco. But when Sir Edward proposed 
an international congress to resettle the Moroccan question he 
replied by demanding the simple restoration of the status quo} 
which would do nothing to obviate the risks of an armed conflict 
between the French and the Germans. Already, the day before 
Lloyd George’s speech, the Enghsh and French General Staffs 
had concerted the emergency measures to be taken.^ On the 26th 
the newspapers informed the pubhc that the Atlantic Squadron, 
instead of starting for its manoeuvres in Norwegian waters, had 
received orders to concentrate at Portsmouth, and in spite ojf a 
reassuring official denial the conclusion was universally dra^n 
that the Admiralty, foreseeing a rupture between France ai^d 
Germany, was preparing for war.^ On the 27th the PremieV, 
speaking in the House of Commons, explained the attitude of th'p 
Government. Though it hoped that the conversations between 
France and Germany might lead to an agreement honourable and 
satisfactory to both parties, it could not remain passive if they 
broke down. England would be obliged to intervene because she 
was a party to the Pact of Algeciras, because she had made an 
agreement with France in 1904, and because her interests were 
affected. Balfour, the Unionist leader, gave the Prime Minister, 
as we should expect, his hearty support, and even Ramsay Mac- 
Donald, the Labour leader, felt Iiimself obliged to introduce into 
the peroration of a pacifist speech a patriotic utterance. T do pray 
that no European nation will assume for a single moment that 
party divisions in this country will weaken the national spirit or 
national union. 

If the immediate effect of Lloyd George’s speech at Berlin had 
been an outburst of anger, after ten days of strain the conversa- 
tions between France and Germany became at the beginning of 
August a piece of bargaining. And the Germans drove a hard 

^ Count von Mctternich to von Kidcricn-Wachter, London, July 25, 1911. (Die Grosse 
Politik . . . vol. xxxix, p. 213.) 

* Memorandum of Meeting held on July 20, 1911 between General Dubail and General 
Wilson. August it, 1911 (British Documents . . . vol. vii, pp. 629 sqq.). 

® In his memoirs General Macrcady adds a curious detail. ‘So acute was the tension that 
on the 28th of July a subordinate officer in an access of nervous enthusiasm despatched 
telegrams to all record offices to the effect that clerks were to remain on duty night and 
day, in case mobihzation should be suddenly ordered. Happily the faux pas was discovered 
and rectified before it became public property.* (Annals of an Active Lifet vol. i, p. 161.) 

^ H. of C., July 27, 1911 (Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1911, 5th Scries, vol. xxviii, 
p. 183;). 
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bargain: for if they abandoned their claim to the whole of the 
French Congo, they persisted in demanding, in spite of French 
opposition, an extension on the Atlantic Coast of their territory 
in the Cameroons and above all means of access to the Congo and 
Ubangi. While the French Foreign Minister was negotiating 
directly with the German Minister for Foreign Affairs through the 
French Ambassador at Berlin, the Prime Minister, Caillaux, was 
secretly conducting parallel negotiations through an unofficial 
channel. And the bargaining was compheated by the growing 
excitement of the patriotic Press in both countries which made it 
increasingly difficult to reach a compromise mutually acceptable. 
Throughout the negotiations Sir Edward Grey, regularly in- 
formed of their progress by the French, acted as a moderating 
influence. It was in vain that the Quai d’Orsay attempted to arouse 
liis opposition to some particular German demand. He maintained 
that every demand for territorial compensation should be con- 
sidered whether it were in Morocco itself, or in Equatorial Africa 
or, as it was suggested at one moment, in the Indian Ocean or the 
Pacific. The one thing that mattered was to prevent a rupture of 
the negotiations which would involve war — a war in which 
England would be obliged to participate — and not allow the 
French Foreign Office to make the British responsible for the 
rejection of any German claim. And the anxiety of the Foreign 
Office reached a climax when towards the middle of August the 
French Government became convinced, on evidence which it 
believed to be reliable, that the German Government was bent on 
war and communicated its fears to the British Government at a 
juncture when circumstances rendered the prospect particularly 
formidable for both countries. 

For the diplomatic situation was unfavourable. Since Isvolsky’s 
fall the Anglo-Russian entente seemed to be in process of dissolu- 
tion. In Persia the Enghsh and Russians were at loggerheads 
almost as openly as the Germans and French in Morocco. And 
though the official declarations of the Russian Ambassadors in 
Paris and London were reassuring and the French and Russian 
staffs maintained close contact, indeed that very August a military 
convention was concluded between the two Powers, the Russian 
Government made a gesture whose meaning could not be 
doubted. It published on August 19 the agreement of Potsdam 
by which Russia consented to support the German construction 
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France, Germany, Spain and England must take part in any settle- 
ment. On July 6 Asquith, speaking in the House of Commons, 
simply stated in general terms but in accents of gravity that as 
regards the question which had just arisen in Morocco and for 
which he hoped diplomacy wotdd discover a peaceful solution, 
England in the possible event of future developments affecting 
her interests more directly would adopt the attitude dictated by a 
‘due regard to the protection of those interests and to the fulfil- 
ment of our treaty obHgations to France*.^ As for the French 
Government, the very day on which the British Cabinet refused 
to send a battleship to Morocco Joseph CaiUaux, temporarily, in 
charge of the Foreign Office, energetically opposed the despatch 
of a French man-of-war. On this point, therefore, he was in 
agreement with Sir Edward Grey. But there the agreement ended- 
For CaiUaux proposed to Berlin that negotiations should takfc 
place not between three powers as Germany had originally sugges- 
ted, or between four as England demanded, but between two 
alone, France and Germany, for the amicable settlement of all 
questions in dispute between the two countries outside Europe. 
But he refused to put forward any definite proposals, waiting for 
Germany to make them. 

They were made about the middle of July. Kiderlen-Wachter, 
the German Foreign Minister, offered France a free hand in 
Morocco and was even wiUing to consider the cession of Togo, if 
in return France would hand over to Germany her entire colony 
in the Congo. These proposals were revealed to the pubUc by an 
article wliich appeared in the Matin, foUowed on July 20 by an 
article in The Times. It was easy to exploit these revelations 
against Germany. For, on the one hand, when England seven 
years earlier had given France a free hand in Morocco, she had 
asked for no territory in return but simply for the abandonment 
of certain rights. On the other hand, a right of pre-emption on 
the Belgian Congo was attached to the French colony. Would 
Germany receive this as well ? Finally, though detailed informa- 
tion was lacking, the whole world knew of the agreement con- 
cluded twelve or tliirteen years before between England and 
Germany by which the latter was given certain rather indefinite 
rights over the Portuguese colonies to the south of the Belgian 
Congo. It was evident that Germany intended to build up a vast 

* Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1911, 5th Scries, vol. xxvii, p. 1341. 
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colonial empire in equatorial Africa. France was to give her what 
she wanted, and England to abstain from interference. Otherwise 
Germany would land troops at Agadir. And the British Govern- 
ment had been kept in complete ignorance of these proposals; the 
only information it had received had come from the Press. On 
July 21 Lloyd George, the guest of honour at a banquet of city 
financiers, speaking as the mouthpiece of the Cabinet made a 
formal protest against the attitude of the German Government. 
‘If a situation were to be forced upon us in which peace could only 
be preserved by the surrender of the great and beneficent position 
Britain has won by centuries of heroism and achievement, by 
allowing Britain to be treated where her interests were vitally 
affected as if she were of no account in the Cabinet of Nations, 
then I say emphatically that peace at that price could be a humilia- 
tion, intolerable for a great country like ours to endure. National 
honour is no party question.’^ 


II 

Thus the great demagogue, the arch-enemy of a costly pro- 
gramme of naval expenditure, and the leading champion of a 
rapprochement between England and Germany, came forward in 
opposition to Germany as the mouthpiece of British patriotism and 
imperialism. On the Continent the speech made a profound 
impression. But its first effect in Germany was to irritate rather 
than intimidate. On the 25th the Ambassador, Mettemich, made 
strong representations to Sir Edward Grey about a speech which 
violated the accepted code of diplomatic procedure. He assured 

^ Speech at the Mansion House — Sir A. Nicolson to Sir F. Cartwright, July 24, 1911 : 
‘Tlie speech of Lloyd George which, they tell you, was no sudden inspiration but a care- 
fully thought-out one.’ (British Documents . . . vol. vii, p. 396.) To what extent was Lloyd 
George the mouthpiece of his colleagues? The question has never been cleared up. 
According to Churchill (The World Crisis, pp. 46-7) he submitted the draft of his speech 
CO Churchill, Asquith, and Grey in turn. So far as Grey is concerned, the statement has 
been confirmed by himself. (Twenty-Jive Years 1892-1916, vol. i, pp. 224-5.) Grey how- 
ever states that he suggested no change in the wording but approved the speech as it 
stood. On the other hand what weight should we attach to a story which the Austrian 
Ambassador in Berlin heard from the Emperor, who in turn heard it firom a Hamburg 
commercial magnate, who was his intimate friend (probably Ballin) ? According to this 
story Lloyd George in the course of a conversation with the Emperor’s informant excused 
himself by ascribing the entire responsibility for the invidious passage to his colleagues. 
Himself a stranger to foreign politics he had simply read the text put into his hands by 
Asquith and Grey. (Szbgy^ny despatch from Berlin, December 19, 1911: Osterreich- 
Ungarm Aussenpolttik, vol. iii, pp. 698-9.) 
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the British Government that his Government had no intention of 
estabhshing itself in Morocco. But when Sir Edward proposed 
an international congress to resettle the Moroccan question he 
rephed by demanding the simple restoration of the status quo,^ 
which would do nothing to obviate the risks of an armed conflict 
between the French and the Germans. Already, the day before 
Lloyd George’s speech, the Enghsh and French General Staffs 
had concerted the emergency measures to be taken.^ On the 26th 
the newspapers informed the pubUc that the Atlantic Squadron, 
instead of starting for its manoeuvres in Norwegian waters, hpid 
received orders to concentrate at Portsmouth, and in spite of a 
reassuring official denial the conclusion was universally drawn 
that the Admiralty, foreseeing a rupture between France arid 
Germany, was preparing for war.® On the 27th the Premier, 
speaking in the House of Commons, explained the attitude of th^ 
Government. Though it hoped that the conversations between 
France and Germany might lead to an agreement honourable and 
satisfactory to both parties, it could not remain passive if they 
broke down. England would be obliged to intervene because she 
was a party to the Pact of Algeciras, because she had made an 
agreement with France in 1904, and because her interests were 
affected. Balfour, the Unionist leader, gave the Prime Minister, 
as we should expect, his hearty support, and even Ramsay Mac- 
Donald, the Labour leader, felt himself obhged to introduce into 
the peroration of a pacifist speech a patriotic utterance. T do pray 
that no European nation will assume for a single moment that 
party divisions in this country will weaken the national spirit or 
national union. 

If the immediate effect of Lloyd George’s speech at Berlin had 
been an outburst of anger, after ten days of strain the conversa- 
tions between France and Germany became at the beginning of 
August a piece of bargaining. And the Germans drove a hard 

^ Count von Metternich to von Kiderlen-Wachtcr, London, July 25, 1911. (Die Gtossc 
Politik . . . vol. xxxix, p. 213.) 

* Memorandum of Meeting held on July 20, 1911 between General Dubail and General 
Wilson. August ii, 1911 {British Documents . . . vol. vii, pp, 629 sqq.). 

® In his memoirs General Macready adds a curious detail, ‘So acute was the tension that 
on the 28th of July a subordinate officer in an access of nervous enthusiasm despatched 
telegrams to all record offices to the effect that clerks were to remain on duty night and 
day, in case mobilization should be suddenly ordered. Happily the faux pas was discovered 
and rectified before it became public property.’ {Annals of an Active Life, vol. i, p. 161.) 

* H. of C., July 27, 1911 {Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1911, 5th Series, vol. xxviii, 
p. i 83 ;[). 
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bargain: for if they abandoned their claim to the whole of the 
French Congo, they persisted in demanding, in spite of French 
opposition, an extension on the Atlantic Coast of their territory 
in the Cameroons and above all means of access to the Congo and 
Ubangi. While the French Foreign Minister was negotiating 
dircedy with the German Minister for Foreign Affairs through the 
French Ambassador at Berlin, the Prime Minister, Caillaux, was 
secretly conducting parallel negotiations through an unofficial 
channel. And the bargaining was complicated by the growing 
excitement of the patriotic Press in both countries which made it 
increasingly difficult to reach a compromise mutually acceptable. 
Throughout the negotiations Sir Edward Grey, regularly in- 
formed of their progress by the French, acted as a moderating 
influence. It was in vain that the Quai d*Orsay attempted to arouse 
his opposition to some particular German demand. He maintained 
that every demand for territorial compensation should be con- 
sidered whether it were in Morocco itself, or in Equatorial Africa 
or, as it was suggested at one moment, in the Indian Ocean or the 
Pacific. The one thing that mattered was to prevent a rupture of 
the negotiations which would involve war — a war in which 
England would be obliged to participate — and not allow the 
French Foreign Office to make the British responsible for the 
rejection of any German claim. And the anxiety of the Foreign 
Office reached a climax when towards the middle of August the 
French Government became convinced, on evidence which it 
believed to be reliable, that the German Government was bent on 
war and communicated its fears to the British Government at a 
juncture when circumstances rendered the prospect particularly 
formidable for both countries. 

For the diplomatic situation was unfavourable. Since Isvolsky's 
fall the Anglo-Russian entente seemed to be in process of dissolu- 
tion. In Persia the English and Russians were at loggerheads 
almost as openly as the Germans and French in Morocco. And 
though the official declarations of the Russian Ambassadors in 
Paris and London were reassuring and the French and Russian 
staffs maintained close contact, indeed that very August a military 
convention was concluded between the two Powers, the Russian 
Government made a gesture whose meaning could not be 
doubted. It published on August 19 the agreement of Potsdam 
by which Russia consented to support the German construction 
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of the Bagdad railway on condition it were not extended into the 
zone of Persia assigned to Russia by the agreement of 1907. It 
was a deliberate reply to the Franco-German agreement of 
February 9, 1909, concluded when the Bosnian crisis was at its 
height. Then France had betrayed Russia. Now Russia betrayed 
France. 

The domestic situation was also unsatisfactory. The struggle 
between the two Houses had indeed reached its conclusion on 
August 3 . But though the final debates had been stormy the atten- 
tion of the pubUc was elsewhere, concentrated on the series j of 
strikes, which after a temporary interruption about the beginning 
of July, broke out afresh with a violence hitherto unexperienced, 
in the port of London first, then at Liverpool. The workman 
rioted, the troops were called out, there were shootings and death?. 
And now the agitation spread to the rail way men. ‘War has begun\, 
declared the Secretary of their Union not war between England 
and Germany, but the class war imder the form of a general strike 
on the railways. It seemed a revival of the Englishman’s Home 
acted by the entire nation. 


12 

On August 18 the morning papers prepared their readers for 
the imminent rupture of the Franco-German negotiations. The 
same day at the request of the general staff of the army and con- 
trary to estabhshed usage, the House of Commons passed without 
debate the second and third readings of an Official Secrets Act 
which reinforced the powers of censorship possessed by the 
Government in the event of war.^ The same day the Russian 

^ Keeling to Mrs, Townshend, August i8, 1911: ‘The Strike is magnificent. Nothing 
else really matters’ (Keeling, Letters and Recollections, p. 92). 

® An Act to re-enact the Official Secrets Act, 1889 with amendments {Official Secrets Act, 
1911). The first reading of the Bill had been passed the day before. Only one division had 
been taken, in which the Opposition mustered only ten votes as against 107^. Among tliese 
seven besides Keir Hardie we notice the names of Lansbury, Henderson, MacDonald, and 
Snowden, But the division was concerned only with a point of detail. In substance the Bill 
was passed unanimously. {Parliamentary Debates, Commons 'T911, 5th Scries, vol. xxix, 
pp. 2251 sqq.). For the pressure brought to bear upon the Speaker by all the members, 
and even from the Labour benches to induce him to accept this radical breach with con- 
stitutional custom see Major-General the Right Honourable J. E. B. Seely, Adventure, 
p. 144. In his reminiscences the Speaker passes over these difficulties with a majestic silence 
and mentions only the strike 'Just at this moment there was a general railway strike which 
mightily inconvemcnccd all holiday traffic and postponed for some days the adjournment; 
but the strike being temporarily settled, we rose for the autumn recess on the 22nd of 
August to meet again on ^e 24th of October. In the autumn I went to Scotland for some 
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Ambassadors in Paris and London informed the Governments to 
whom they were accredited that the Potsdam agreement would 
be made pubUc on the following day. That same day tlie Cabinet 
made a desperate effort to prevent the general strike on the rail- 
ways. Lloyd George took the railway directors and the trade- 
union officials into his confidence, and begged them in the 
national interest at a moment when the country was on the verge 
of war to effect a settlement. He was successful. The strike did not 
take place. And the menace of war also vanished. On the 22nd, 
Parhament was prorogued until October but on the following 
day, August 23, the Cabinet decided to call a meeting of the 
Committee of Imperial Defence to discuss the general military 
situation in the event of war. The high command was very pessi- 
mistic about the Russian army. But it was optimistic, too optimis- 
tic some of the members of the Committee thought, as to the 
capacity of the French army to resist a German invasion with the 
help of a British expeditionary force. But what the Government 
chiefly wished to ascertain was whether the Admiralty and the 
War Office were working in harmony. In point of fact there was 
no co-operation or common pohey. 

As the result of a series of conversations begun in 1906, detailed 
arrangements had been made for joint action by the staffs of the 
British and French armies. But during these five years no com- 
munications had passed between the two Admiralties. How many 
soldiers should be sent to France, at wliich ports they should be 
embarked and disembarked and at what points they should be 
concentrated — on all these matters agreement had been reached 
on both sides of the Channel. But the crossing itself must be pro- 
tected and not only had the Admiralty made no plans for tliis, it 
did not even wish to make any. For the British navy was opposed 
to the rapid despatch of an expeditionary force to the French 
front. It wanted complete freedom during the requisite period of 
weeks or months to seek out the German fleet and destroy it in a 
great battle which would be the twentieth century Trafalgar. 
This once accomplished and England once more mistress of the 
seas, the Admiralty had no objection to the despatch of a British 

stalking and shooting’ (Lord Ullswater, A Speaker's Commentaries, vol. i, p. 117). Kcir 
Hardie in his account of the railway strike (Killing no Murder/ The Government and the 
Railway Strike) makes no allusion to the danger of war. Lord Askwith (Industrial Problems 
and Disputes, p. 166) mentions it but gives us to understand that it was perhaps only a scare 
engineered by Lloyd George to make the companies and men come to terms. 
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force to the Continent. But it did not want the troops to be sent 
to France where the British army would help the French to win 
French victories. It wanted them sent to German territory, and 
landed on the coast of Hanover to win victories which would be 
exclusively English.^ Thus the revelations pubUshed in the Paris 
Press on the occasion of the Tangier incident which had made a 
considerable sensation on the Continent were proved true. Sir 
Arthur Wilson, the First Sea Lord, explained the Admiralty’s 
views to the Committee. McKenna defended the standpoint of 
the Navy. But this divergence of poHcy could not be permitted jto 
continue without grave — possibly immediate — danger. Haldane 
pointed this out to his colleagues. Long weary of the War Officlp, 
where in his opinion there was nothing more for him to do. He 
had already attempted when the Cabinet was remodelled afteV 
Campbell-Bannerman’s death to exchange it for the Exchequer} 
He had failed owing to the opposition of the Gladstonians in the 
Cabinet.^ Now he asked for the Admiralty — and was faced no 
doubt by the same opposition.^ But it was clear that McKemia was 
doomed, as Lord Tweedmouth had been doomed in 1908. Ten 
months later Churcliill left the Home Office, where he was no 
longer a success, and took his place. 

Once again at the beginning of September, war was believed to 
be imminent. The French Government, before deciding what 
territorial concessions it would be wilhng to make in Equatorial 
Africa, wanted to know what freedom of action Germany would 
concede in Morocco. A draft convention was laid before the 
German Government which replied by putting forward an agree- 
ment of a very different tenor. The German document proposed 
to set up an economic condominium throughout Morocco like 
that whose failure had brought the French army to Fez and the 
German fleet to Agadir, and which in the Sous district round 
Agadir would be a Hteral condominium, poUtical as well as 

^ Winston S. Churchill, The World Crisis 1911 - 14 , 1933, pp. 58-9. See also Lord Hair 
dane’s remarks reported by J. H. Morgan. ‘The Riddle of LordHaldane’ {Quarterly Review, 
January 1929, vol. cdxc, p. 185). See also F. W. Roch, Mr. Lloyd George and the War, 1920, 
p. 47. Cf. Sir John Fisher to Lord Esher : ‘The regular Army (as distinguished from the 
Home Army and the Indian Army) should be a projectile to be fired by the Navy’ 
(Admiral Bacon, Life of Lord Fisher, vol. i, p. 206). The Same to the Same, September 20, 
1911 : ‘I simply tremble at the consequences if the British Red Coats are to be planted on 
the Vosges Frontier’ (Lord Fisher, Memories, p. 206). 

* John Morgan, John Viscount Morley, an Appreciation and Some Reminiscences, 1924, p. 48. 

* See F. W. Rich, Lloyd George and the War, 1920, p. 50. J. H. Morgan, ‘The Rid^e of 
LordHaldane' (Quarterly Review, No. 499, January 1939, vol. ccbcii, p. 185). 
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economic. The agreement was not acceptable either to France or 
to England; the negotiations reached a deadlock, and a final rup- 
ture ; a German landing at Agadir and war were in sight. Germany 
and France made preparations for the event of war: Belgium 
mobilized. In London panic prevailed in naval circles when the 
Admiralty's scouts one day" lost sight of the German fleet on the 
high seas. Would the German navy repeat on a large scale the 
blow of Chemulpo, by destroying one by one the vessels of the 
three British squadrons scattered to the south, east and north of 
Great Britain? In the utmost secrecy the War Office recalled 
officers and soldiers on leave and assembled the officers of the 
Territorial Army.^ But for the third time the storm dispersed. 


13 


During forty years of European peace the nations had ceased to 
contemplate war as a serious possibihty. Before their attitude could 
be so changed that war once more became a genuine likelihood, 
more years of nerve-wrecking tension were required and the 
equilibrium of Europe must be more profoundly disturbed. A 
financial crisis broke out in Germany at the beginning of Sep- 
tember. It was due primarily to economic causes, but it was 
aggravated by the prospect of war and when the Bank of France 
forbade all export of gold it became evident to the whole world 
how solid still was the old structure of French capitalism, how 
weak the new structure of German industriaUsm. The advocates 
of peace once more gained the upper hand in Germany. They 
were assisted by the personal action of the Emperor William who 
had long opposed a naval demonstration in Moroccan waters, at 
the end had yielded with reluctance to his ministers’ decision, and 
was delighted to be able to resume what a contemporary termed 
his "fantastic dream of a rapprochement between France and Ger- 

^ See Captain Faber’s revelations in a speech at Andover, November 9, 1911 (Daily 
Telegrapht November 20, 1911). According to another account the episode was even more 
dramatic. A British cruiser had encoimtered in British waters off the coast of Scotland the 
German high seas fleet drawn up in battle formation and preceded by its scouting vessels 
and torpedo-boat-destroyers. The German fleet had then been lost sight of and for this 
grave dereliction of duty two officers in high command had been dismissed from the 
Service. (W. Morgan Shuster, The Strangling of Persia, a record of European Diplomacy, 1912, 
p. 222.) 
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many’,^ He was encouraged by the fact that the French Prime 
Minister thoroughly distrusted the Franco-British entente, was a 
convinced advocate of friendly relations with Germany, and ever 
since the end of August had been corresponding direedy with 
the French Ambassador at Berlin over the head of his Foreign 
Minister. In September and October it was Caillaux, not de Selves, 
who was in charge of the negotiations. 

In England the domestic situation improved. For the moment 
no strike on a large scale occurred. In October, however, the 
Commons reassembled to pass the National Insurance Bril and /the 
debates on its clauses were sufficiendy heated to fill the columns of 
the Press. On die other hand, at die end of September an Italian 
army suddenly invaded the Tripolitana and transferred the atten- 
tion of journalists from Fez to Tripoli, and the war between Ita|y 
and Turkey involved the diplomatists of all the Great Powers i\i 
a labyrinth of new problems connected with the Mediterranean 
and the Balkans, in which they were slow to find their way. This 
enabled the conversations between France and Germany to be 
conducted more quiedy nnwatched by the pubhc, and the French 
representatives went on gaining ground at the expense of the 
German. Instead of the entire French possessions in Equatorial 
Africa — though France it is true abandoned her claim to Togo— 
Germany obtained only some 63,000 square miles of territory, 
an enclave within the French colonies with two ‘punctures’ open- 
ing into the Ubanghi and Congo, through which France kept a 
right of transport. Moreover, she accepted a slight rectification 
of the frontier in favour of France in the region of Lake Chad. 
On the other hand, she gave France complete freedom ‘to help 
the Government of Morocco to introduce the administrative, judi?- 
cial, economic, fiscal, and military reforms necessary for the good 
government of the empire.’ The purpose of this concession was, in 
the language of the official text, to ‘carry out in the general interest 
the work of pacification and progress contemplated by the pact of 
Algeciras’ . In reahty , the convention departed from the provisions of 
that instrument of internationalization, as is clear from an explana- 
tory letter Kiderlen appended to the document which stated ‘that if 
ever the French Government should see fit to declare a protectorate 
of Morocco the Imperial Government would raise no objection’. 

^ Lieutenant-Colonel Pell6 to M. Messimy, Minister for War, December i6, 1911. 
(Documents diplomatiques frangais, 187 \-^ 9 \ 4 , 3rd Scries, 1911-14, vol. i, p. 346.). 
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Wc can well imagine the feelings with which Germany received 
the agreement of November 4. The despatch of the Panther to 
Agadir in July had been an imprudent step because of the hopes it 
had inevitably aroused. The German pubUc were confident that 
tlieir country would claim her share in Morocco and was strong 
enough to obtain it or in default of a portion of Morocco would 
receive elsewhere concessions so important that in the eyes of the 
world they would represent a striking diplomatic success. As we 
have seen, these expectations were disappointed. The minister for 
the colonies resigned rather than put his signature to an agreement 
he regarded as treason to liis country’s interests. The Emperor, 
always suspected with good reason of favouring a policy of 
rapprochement with France, found himself attacked by a clique at 
court of which the Crown Prince put himself at die head and 
by a large section of the Press and public. An epidemic of Anglo- 
phobia and Gallophobia traversed Germany. 

What is more surprising, the agreement was equally unpopular 
in France. What, the public asked, was the meaning of these two 
outlets pushed forward to the Ubanghi and Congo by the new 
German territory? Were they only fragments of what Germany 
had hoped to receive and had renounced or were they stakes 
planted for a future claim? Had Germany even abandoned all 
claim to a pre-emption on the Belgian Congo? An ambiguous 
clause of the agreement left the point doubtful. Finally, the publi- 
cation of the secret clauses of the Fraiico-British entente of 1904 
respecting Morocco revealed that in return for the territory she 
renounced on the Congo France was to receive not the whole of 
Morocco but Morocco without the Riff, which was assigned to 
Spain. Nor was it simply on these points of detail that complaints 
were raised. The pubUc took offence at the very idea of territorial 
compensation. Accustomed by now to the entente cordiale and 
encouraged, if not by the British Government, at least by an 
entire group of English diplomatists and journalists, French pubhc 
opinion considered that England was under an obligation to help 
France to obtain everything she had promised her in 1904 and 
that with England’s aid she was strong enough to secure it. More- 
over, the despatch of the Panther to the harbour of Agadir had 
produced the same bad effect in Paris as in Berlin; since July every 
territorial concession made by France was regarded as extorted 
from the weaker by the more powerful nation. The negotiations 
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had been conducted during the recess of the Chambers, a circum- 
stance which had considerably faciHtated the negotiators’ task. 
The position changed when the Chambers reassembled and were 
invited to ratify the agreements. Popular feeling displays surpris- 
ing changes of front. Six years before, the Chambers had over- 
thrown Delcasse because he had committed France too far to the 
entente cordiale, which they regarded as dangerous and Rouvier, 
the champion of a rapprochement with Germany, had been vic- 
torious. Now Caillaux was pursuing the same pohcy as Rouyier 
then. And he was employing the same method of secret negdtia- 
tions beliind the back of his Foreign Minister. Moreover, he kad 
been more successful than Rouvier had been, for the Impcmal 
Government had conceded to him what it had refused to RouvW 
as well as to Delcasse and liberated France from the shackles 
imposed upon her action in Morocco by the pact of Algeciras. 
Nevertheless, it was upon his head, as then upon Delcassc’s that 
the Chambers discharged the vials of their wrath. In January he 
would be driven from office and with his fall French foreign 
pohcy would change its attitude once more. 


14 

Thus the agreement of November 4, far from improving the 
relations between France and Germany, made them worse. 
Enghsh opinion in turn took fire and as in Germany and France 
retrospectively, when a series of sensational revelations informed 
the country that on two or three occasions during the previous 
summer it had been on the brink of war. Without its knowledge 
was the bitter comment of advanced Liberal critics, and not to 
defend any British interest but simply to give France another 
colony. They severely censured Sir Edward Grey’s policy. They 
depicted England as a nation sacrificed to the superstition of the 
European balance of power — a catspaw serving everywhere the 
interests of foreign nations, in the Near East betrayed by Russian 
imperiahsm, in the West drawn by French nationahsm further 
than she desired to go. Arthur Ponsonby, a democrat of noble 
birth and a violent opponent of the entente with Russia, pubhshed 
a pamphlet which made a stir by demanding that foreign pohcy 
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should be subject at every step to popular control.^ These Liberal 
critics of the Government were not a large group but they were 
zealous propagandists and their arguments produced an obvious 
effect upon the entire party. Even certain Conservatives, burdened 
by taxation and alarmed by the spread of labour unrest, began to 
ask themselves whether Grey’s poUcy were not in certain respects 
imprudent and whether it was wise to surrender the foreign poUcy 
of the country blindly into his hands. The Standard^ an organ of 
orthodox Toryism and until the middle of November extremely 
hostile to Germany, suddenly changed its tone about that date 
and began a campaign in favour of a rapprochement with Berlin.^ 
Wliile approving the policy pursued by the Foreign Office, Bonar 
Law, the new leader of the Unionist party in the Commons, and 
Lord Lansdowne, the leader of the Opposition in the Lords, made 
the same criticism of the Government. Both blamed Grey for 
having on July 26th left it to Lloyd George to state the British 
attitude in the Moroccan dispute. They hinted that the interfer- 
ence of a demagogue had been prejudicial to the cause of peace.® 

Unquestionably, these attacks upon the policy pursued by the 
Foreign Office and these expressions of a desire for a rapprochement 
with Germany were sincere. But it is equally certain that taken 
as a whole they were deliberately or unconsciously ambiguous. 

‘We were not aware’, the malcontents complained, ‘that we 
were so near war. The Government deceived and betrayed us.’ 
Was this true? Lloyd George’s speech in July was certainly the 
reverse of secret diplomacy and the naval preparations which 
followed were published in the Press. On the other hand, not a 
syllable had appeared in the Press about the panic of August or 
the true nature of the ministerial intervention which ended the 
railway strike. Neither had a syllable appeared about the panic in 
September and the mihtary measures adopted at that time. But 
is it credible that all those in the confidence of the Government — 

^ Democracy and the Control of Foreij^n Affairs, 1912. This pamphlet of thirty pages may 
be regarded as the source from which were derived both the title and programme of the 
Union of Democratic Control formed in November 1914 to protest against the war with 
Germany whose leaders would play such an important part m Bntish policy after the war 
when German naval power had been destroyed. 

^ Cf. in the November number of the Fortnij^htly Review the article entitled ‘Sir Edward 
Grey’s Stewardship' and Sir Sidney Low's article ‘An Anglo-French Alliance'. (New 
Series, vol. xc, pp. 963 sqq., 999 sqq.). 

® H. of C., November 27, 1911 (Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1911, 5th Series, vol. 
xxxii, pp. 70 sqq.) H. of L., November 28, 1911 (Pari. Deb., Lords 191T, 5th Ser., vol. x, 
pp. 392 sqq.). 
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in September there were a host of them — ^kept such strict silence 
that not a single newspaper was informed? The silence of the 
entire Press — Radical as well as Unionist — a deliberate silence, 
inspired by the patriotic wish not to embarrass the Government. 
The country did not know because it refused to know. There is an 
ignorance whose true name is connivance. 

‘Yes,’ Grey’s critics rephed, ‘we refused to know because on the 
particular issue we were bound to France by the agreement of 
1904. But the question of Morocco, the only question on which 
we _ ourselves to her, has now been settled in her favour. 
In future, whatever dispute may arise between France and Ger- 
many our Hberty is complete. We are perfectly free, if we wisn, 
to remain neutral or even side with Germany.’ Here again wp 
must ask: Was it true? Was it really the conflict between Franc^ 
and Germany in Morocco which divided England and Germany,' 
and opposed the British to the German navy? On the contrary, if 
England, instead of disputing the possession of Morocco with 
France, as she would have done had Germany remained a nation 
without a navy, decided to abandon Morocco to her, was it not 
in order to protect herself against the new danger presented by 
the appearance on the high seas of a powerful German fleet? And 
was that danger less after Agadir than before Tangier? Would 
Germany desist from building giant ironclads because the Moroc- 
can question had been settled to her disadvantage ? The important 
speech Sir Edward Grey delivered in the House of Commons on 
November 27 to defend his policy contained only a single sen- 
tence dealing with the naval problem, but it is the key to the 
entire speech. It was impossible, he pointed out, to return to the 
pohey of ‘splendid isolation’. It would ally all the powers of 
Europe against England. ‘In the course of a few years, we should 
be building warships not against a Two-Power Standard, but 
probably against the united navies of Europe.’ The Foreign Office 
therefore continued unmoved the pohey it had pursued for the 
last six years, in the certainty that it represented the fundamental 
interest and the genuine will of the British people. But at the 
same time it took account of the fact that the poUcy of the Triple 
Entente aroused in the country misgivings by no means devoid 
of foundation and that in the years to come that pohey would 
have to be pursued under stormier skies and in more difficult 
circumstances than hitherto. 
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ON THE BRINK OF THE CATASTROPHE 




CHAPTER I 


Domestic Anarchy 

I THE SYNDICALIST REVOLT 

I 

N OW that the Parliament Bill had been passed, what use 
would the Government make of it? Which Bill would 
it choose to carry for the first time in 1912, for the second 
in 1913, if the House of Lords threw it out in 1912, and if again 
the Lords opposed their veto, for the third time in 1914, then 
however definitely and without appeal ? A Home Rule Bill was 
introduced, as everyone expected. For the hour had come to 
pay for the support which since January 1910 the eighty or so 
Irish Nationahsts had unswervingly given the Government, and 
it was this Bill as everyone equally expected, that would prove 
the storm centre on which the party struggle would concentrate 
its force. A Welsh DisestabUshment Bill was introduced at the 
same time. The tliirty Welsh Radicals whose leader Lloyd George 
had been before he became the great popular leader and promin- 
ent statesman of the entire country, like the Irish Nationahsts 
wanted their reward and the disestabUshment of the State Church 
in dieir httlc principahty was the symbol of their desire for devo- 
lution. For the Welsh Nonconformists constituted three-quarters 
of the Welsh people and regarded the Welsh AngUcans as repre- 
sentatives of an alien Church forced upon Wales from without. 
Once already in 1909 the Liberal Government had introduced a 
Bill to abohsh the privileges of the AngUcan Church in Wales, but 
there had been no time to discuss it. Now the path was free. The 
Bill of 1912 provided that the four Welsh dioceses should no 
longer form part of the province of Canterbury, the Welsh 
Bishops should no longer sit in the House of Lords, all ecclesias- 
tical jurisdiction should be abohshed and the laws of the Anglican 
Church should be held binding in Wales only in virtue of the tacit 
consent of the Welsh Anghcans, who would, moreover, be free 
to hold synods and set up a representative body to govern their 
Church. These measures of disestablishment were accompanied 
by measures of disendowment. The church buildings and all gifts 
made to the Church since 1662 were left in her hands. Of the 
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remaining endowments a quarter would be given to the Univer- 
sity of Wales, three-quarters to the County Councils to be spent 
on pubhc services and particularly on poor relief. The Bill was 
bitterly attacked by the Unionist party, which was the accredited 
defender of the Church of England and witnessed with alarm 
the Church in process of dismemberment. But the country as 
a whole took no interest in the question. It was quite clear that 
the Bill, which the Lords threw out in two successive sessions, 
would become law at the time fixed by the Parliament Act, if the 
Liberal Government remained in office so long. ' 

Both Bills be it noticed — the important Bill to grant Home 
Rule to Ireland and the minor Bill to disestablish the Church in 
Wales — ^were intended to satisfy local sections of the United 
Kingdom, neither of which was in the true sense English. WVs 
nothing to be done for England herself, or for the United King- 
dom as a whole? To begin with the Government might fulfil the 
promise contained in the preamble to the Parliament Bill and 
reform the House of Lords after restricting its powers. But it was 
content with repeating the promise and never kept it. Neither 
party really desired the reform in question and the country did 
not demand it. Instead a Franchise and Registration Bill was 
introduced to effect such a reform of the franchise that England 
should be at last what France had been since 1 848 and the German 
Empire since its creation in 1871, a country of universal suffrage. 
For even now universal suffrage did not exist in England. In 1910 
out of twelve million adult males in the United Kingdom only 
some seven milHon seven hundred were voters.^ This left over 


^ Parliamentary Constituencies {Electors, etc.) (United Kingdom) — Return showing with regard 
to each parliamentary constituency in the United Kingdom, the total number and, as Jar as possible, 
the number of each class of electors on the R£gisterfor the year 1910 ', and also showing the popula- 
tion and inhabited houses of each constituency, 1910 — For an csUniaie of the number of adults 
who did not possess the vote, which the nature of the British franchise makes it extremely 
difficult to calculate, see the very different results reached by contemporaries: H. of C., 
February 12, 1908. The Attomey-Gcnerars speech. There were 7,250,000 on the register 
as opposed to the 10,000,000 who should be there, if, as would be the case under a system 
of adult male suffrage, a quarter of the population possessed the franchise. (Parliamentary 
Debates, 4th Series, vol. clxxxiv, p. 143.) H. of C., January 23, 1913, Asquidi’s speech: an 
electorate of 7,500,000 to 8,000,000; 2,000,000 or 2,500,000 adult males without a vote 
(Pari Deb., Commons, 1913, 5th Scr., vol. xlvii, p. 653). Cf. A. Lawrence Lowell, The 
Government of England, 1908, vol. i, p. 213. Price Collier, England and the English, 1909. 
(Popular edition 1911, p. 288) gives the figure of 700.000 adult males without the fran- 
chise, a gross underestimate. L. G. Chiozza Money (Things that Matter . . . 1914, pp. 189 
sqq.), talung into account the plural vote and the lodgers who did not take the trouble to 
have their names placed on the register, estimated at 3 8.6 per cent the proportion of adult 
males not on the register. 
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four million adult males without the vote. And those four milHon 
comprised not only lunatics, prisoners, and men deprived of the 
franchise for offences at common law, but also paupers in the 
technical sense, that is to say all in receipt of poor reUef. They also 
included other categories which the motley and complicated fran- 
chise estabhshed by the successive Reform BiUs of the nineteenth 
century had left without a vote. A man-servant who Uved in his 
master’s house, a son who Hved with his father had no vote, 
though a gardener or gamekeeper had because he had a separate 
lodging. A lodger, who paid for his lodging a rent not below ten 
pounds, could vote. But was the workman who sublet a room 
from a lodger himself a lodger within the meaning of the law ? 
On this point legal decisions conflicted, so that the British fran- 
chise was not only limited but also uncertain.^ Moreover the 
registers were revised only once a year: an official whose promo- 
tion was rapid, a labourer obhged to change his place of abode 
frequently to obtain work, were therefore often unable to claim a 
vote. In consequence, moreover, of die plural vote the franchise 
operated unfairly in favour of the rich. Anyone who possessed 
several places of residence, business premises and a dwelhng-house 
or a town and a country house had a vote for each of these. There 
were, it was calculated, over half a million plural voters in the 
United Kingdom. They were particularly numerous in the 
London district, where their vote had, in January 1910, it was 
estimated, cost seven or eight Liberal candidates their seat.* We 
have already noticed the Government’s attempt to correct the ano- 
maly in 1907. It had been defeated by the opposition of the Lords. 

When in 1908 Asquith became Prime Minister, he seems to 
have thought of mal^g a general reform of the franchise the 
battlefield between the two Houses.* Lloyd George and Churchill 

^ The registers were compiled, so far as 'the lodgers’ franchise’ was concerned, by 
Revising Barristers, subject to no control except the check exercised by the party agents, 
who could appeal to the Court of King’s Bench. See Michael MacDonagh 'The Making 
of Parliament’ {Nineteenth Century and After, No. 347, January 1906, vol. lix, p. 31). On 
this and many other points the impartiality of the judge who had to decide the validity oc 
invalidity of an election was not always above suspicion. See the incident of the Yarmouth 
Election Petition and Judge Grantham’s decision, May 4, 1906. The public after a little 
grumbling accepted it. But the matter was re-opened when in January 1911 Grantham 
violating every precedent attempted to justify his decision by maintaining that his col- 
league Judge Channell who had differed from his opinion was suffering from an enfecble- 
ment of his mental powers. Asquith protested. H. of C., February 8, 1911. {Pari. Deb., 
Commons, 1911, 5th Ser., vol. xxi, p. 291.) 

^ Ramsay Muir, Peers and Bureaucrats, 1900, p. 122. 

* Speech at the Reform Club, May 21, 1908. 
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disagreed and he gave way. That their opposition was justified was 
shown by what happened four years later when the Cabinet 
decided, now that the House of Lords had been reduced to im- 
potence, to take up the matter afresh. The Franchise and Regis- 
tration Bill of 1912 set up a uniform franchise, based exclusively 
on residence, which in turn was defined by occupation, reduced 
to six months the interval between the revisions of the register 
and abolished the plural vote.^ But the Bill which, without actually 
estabhshing universal suffrage, would, it was estimated, extend 
the franchise to some two million five hundred thousand new 
electors was dropped amid universal indifference. The debites 
which began in July in the Commons with a scanty attendance 
were soon broken off. ‘Once or twice in the course of the 
debate’, wrote a joumaUst ironically, ‘quotations from Bright or 
Disraeli served to remind us that there had been a time when 
great men were interested in a Bill for parliamentary reform.’^ 


2 

How are we to explain this indifference ? In the first place, those 
who were deprived of the vote were not in a position to form a 
body of malcontents. They were in part the dregs of the popula- 
tion, below the social stratum which produced conscious revolu- 
tionaries. And in part, owing to the anomahes of the existing 
franchise, they were a medley of scattered individuals who formed 
neither an economic class nor a political party. Neither the Liberals 
nor the Unionists had a strong interest in effecting a final exten- 
sion of the franchise. The Liberal agents did indeed want the 
plural vote abohshed, but that was too restricted a reform to 
arouse the enthusiasm of the masses. Even the trade unions were 
not particularly dissatisfied with the existing franchise. The events 
which had occurred since 1906 had proved how powerful already, 
even without an extension of the suffrage, was the pressure they 
could exercise upon ParUament. Even those workers for whom 
the measures of social legislation passed during the last five years 
were not enough did not blame an insufficiently democratic 


^ For the detaib of the Government Bill see H. of C., June 17, 1912— J. A. Pease’s 
speech (Parliamentary Debates, Commons, 1912, 5th Series, vol. xxxix, pp. 1325 sqq.). 

■ The Times, July 19, 1912. 
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franchise; they attacked the system of representative government 
and parhamentary democracy. At the opening of the century the 
British workers had beUeved that the attack made upon them by 
a judicature in alliance with the employers could not be met by the 
direct action of the trade unions alone, and that pohtical action was 
required. They had therefore Hstened to the appeal of the Sociahsts 
and formed a Labour party to defend their interests in ParUament. 
After ten years many of them, particularly among the younger 
men, were dissatisfied with the results obtained by this method. 

The Sociahsts had hoped to defeat the bourgeois pohcy pursued 
by the secretaries of the great unions, which dominated the annual 
meeting of the Trade Union Congress. But the union officials 
were a very powerful body and the new Labour party had been 
obliged to place them in control of its organization. The Labour 
party in the Commons consisted therefore, as we have seen, en- 
tirely or almost entirely of trade union leaders, whose attitude 
now that they were provided with the political labour ticket re- 
mained what it had been before the party had been created. They 
were the very opposite of revolutionaries, sharing on all questions 
of foreign pohcy and general pohtics the opinions of the advanced 
Radicals and differing from the Radicals of bourgeois origin only 
by their more professional and therefore more conservative spirit. 
Unable to find in their own ranks a man with the stature of a party 
leader (Keir Hardic was a dreamer and they were seeking a pre- 
text to shelve him), they finally turned to the only or almost the 
only man in their ranks who had not been a manual labourer. But 
Ramsay MacDonald was not the man to give the impression either 
in die House of Commons or in the country that the advent of 
the Labour party meant die birth of a new world. He had few 
friends and few enemies, was in fact nothing more than a promin- 
ent Member of ParUament who was appointed in 1912 to sit on 
an important commission of inquiry into the government of 
British India and who, if report were correct, was plotting a 
coalition with the Radical left wing. In that coaUtion Lloyd 
George, not he, would have been the outstanding figure. 

Nevertheless, all the important measures of social reform which 
had been passed, had been passed, it seemed, under pressure from 
the Labour vote. The Conservative and Liberal Members of 
ParUament were equally afraid of seeing the Labour party win 
seats at their expense if they did not pass such measures. But what- 
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ever benefit the workers derived from these Statutes they did not 
make the Labour party more popular with the masses. To carry 
them out an entire bureaucracy had to be called into existence. To 
fill the posts thus created the Government had not instituted a 
system of examinations like that which protected the other 
branches of the Civil Service against favouritism in every form. 
The Cabinet appointed its nominees. What sort of people had 
hastened to apply for all these new appointments? They were not 
solely, nor even principally, Liberal politicians. The ministersf had 
considered themselves justified in utilizing the practical experience 
of labour possessed by the trade union officials. It was also a clever 
move to concihate by this largess the favour of the Labour party. 
The Trade Board Acts had necessitated the creation of 800 p<^sts 
whose salaries reached in some cases ^1,000 a year. There wa? a 
deluge of applications.^ 

Richard Bell, the Secretary of the Railwaymen’s Union, who 
had been dismissed by his union in disgrace, was appointed super- 
intendent of the Labour Exchanges at a salary of a year. In 
1910 Churchill created at the Home Office two new posts of 
Labour Advisers, one of which he gave to an old official of the 
Textile Workers’ Union, Shackleton, the other to the Welsh 
miner, T, Richards, and thirty posts of sub-inspectors of mines 
and quarries, to be reserved for miners and quarrymen.^ In 1911 
the passing of the National Insurance Bill brought with it another 
batch of official posts to satisfy the hunger of trade union officials.^ 

^ H. of C., September 28, 1909, Churcbiirs speech: *. . . The staff of all grades . . . will 
be somewhat over 800. . . . Probably only about a quarter or a third will be appointed 
during the present financial year’ (Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1909. 5^^ Series, vol. 
xi, pp. 1075-76). September 27, 1909: ‘A great mass of applicants are coming in daily. 
Altogether nearly 4,000 have been received and they are coming in at about the rate of 200 
a day. I have had to organize a small staff for the simple purpose of docketliug, filing, and 
answering the applicants’ (ibid., p. 921). Cf. 5th Report of H.M.’s Civil Service Commis- 
sioners with Appendices, 191 1, p. 1 1 — Old civil servants were afraid that these newcomers 
would be promoted over their heads. (H. of C., October 8, 1909, Sir William Bull’s 
question; Pari. Deb., Commons 1909, 5th Ser., vol. xl, p. 2461.) Cf. Standard, October 8, 
1907, Nation,]uiy 15, 1911, p. 576. 

■ The Times, November 12, 13, 1910. 

* Royal Commission on Civil Service. Fourth Report of Commissioners, I9i4» P- ^ 5 : ‘This 
system of appointment has recently been adopted to some extent for the purpose of rccruit- 
mg officials under the National Health Insurance Act. It claims — and herein lies its essential 
character — to determine the comparative fitness of candidates by an appraisement, 
through personal interview, supplemented by testimonials, of their qualities of education 
and intelligence. Examination is often dispensed with, or, if used at all, is used only as a 
qualifying test. Substantially, the system of appointment is selection by patronage, the 
abuses of patronage, being, it is claimed, precluded by the substitution of a Board or 
Committee of Selection for the Patron. It makes a new departure in recruitment for the 
Civil Service, which calls for the most careful examination.' 
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At the beginning of 1912 Bonar Law charged the Liberal Govern- 
ment with having created within five or six years some four to 
five thousand new administrative posts to be filled, in the majority 
of cases, without competitive examination and having thus 
organized a political spoils system which already resembled that 
of the United States.^ A year later labour statistics proved that in 
the last six years places had been found at the Board of Trade for 
1 17 active union workers at a total salary of ^^25,240 a year, for 
124 in the National Insurance Departments at a total salary of 
;£33>700> for forty-eight at the Home Office at a total salary of 
^13,600, and for eighty-five in other branches of the Civil Ser- 
vice at a total salary of ^^34,800. 

Worse still, since the judgment of the courts in the Osborne 
case had precluded the trade unions from employing part of their 
funds for political purposes and in particular from paying their 
Parliamentary representatives a salary on which to live while in 
the service of the House, the Cabinet in compensation abandoned 
the principle that the representatives of the nation should be un- 
paid and passed a resolution in accordance with which the House 
voted every member of the Commons an annual salary of ^ 400 .'^ 
In 1912® a new Statute expressly conferred on the trade unions the 
right to spend their funds for political objects with the reservation 
— destined to remain a dead letter — that the political fund of a 
union should be a special fund, to which individual members 
should be free to refuse their subscription The Members of Parlia- 
ment kept their salary all the same. The union official would 
perhaps no longer be so completely the servant of his union, kept 
in the strictest tutelage as he had been hitherto. Henceforward a 
path of escape was open and the ambitious workman could 
promise himself after some years of toil and bondage, a fixed 
salary — of which his class could not deprive him, at least for the 

^ Speech at the Albert Hall, January 26, 1912. 

* H. ofC., August 10, 1911 (Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1911, vol. xxix, pp. 1365 
sqq.;. The first session under Ac Liberal Government had hardly opened in 1906 when 
the members of Ae majority urged that Election expenses Aould be defrayed by Ae State 
and not by Ae canAdate, that members’ letters should be franked and that they should 
receive a salary of £300 (H. of C., March i, 1906). J. N. Barnes* question. March 6, 1906, 
J. Rowlands* motion, March 7, 1906, H. Lever’s motion (Pari. Deb., 4 A Ser., vol. dii, p. 
1310; vol. cliii, pp. 388 sqq.; pp. 522 sqq.). BoA motions had been passed by Ae Com- 
mons and the ministers had declared themselves favourable in principle to Ae proposals, 
simply asking for Ac necessary time to give effect to Ae vote of Ac majority. Actually, 
nothing was done until 1912. 

® 2 & 3 Geo. V., Cap. 30: An Act to amend Ac Law with respect to Ac objects and 
powers of Trade Unions (Trade Union Act, 1913)- 
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life of one Parliament if he got into the House of Commons — for 
hfe, if having forfeited the approval of his union or failed to 
secure re-election he had contrived to obtain a post at the Board 
of Trade or Home Office. All this is sufficient to explain on the 
part of all those active workers in the cause of labour who had 
secure berths in the Civil Service, and of those masses of trade 
unionists whose sole ambition was to improve the conditions of 
their labour, a growing distrust and contempt for ‘pohtics’.^ 

Even the material advantages the workers derived from the 
new legislation aroused no feelings of gratitude. The little tliey 
obtained merely encouraged them to demand far more. Tney 
observed that of all the measures passed up to 1911, only one, me 
Act of 1909 on Trade Boards, dealt with the question of wages, 
and it was a very timid measure, and the last of the series, the 
National Insurance Act, imposed a compulsory payment out of 
wages. But it was the question of wages which in the economic 
situation of the country interested the working class more than 
any other. We must once more insist on the extraordinary indus- 
trial prosperity of the years immediately preceding the war. The 
crisis of 1908 had been overcome. Imports had risen from 
^^542,600,000 in 1903 (the year in wliich Chamberlain opened 
his campaign in favour of tariff reform) to ^^592,933,000 in 
1908, and exports during the same period from ^360,374,000 
to ^456,728,000. Neither the revolutionary Budget of 1909 nor 
two years of constitutional conflict, nor the cloud wliich twice 


^ For the bad effects of the Government’s policy on the organization of the tutorial 
classes (for these classes see Book I, p. 88-90) see Albert Mansbridge, University Tutorial 
Classes: A Study in the Development of Higher Education among Working Men and Women, 
I9i3i P- 56: ‘The actual number of students who have accepted appointments as Labour 
Exchange Officials or in connection with the Insurance Act is not to hand, but the effect is 
considerable. Several classes have, in this way, lost secretaries and replaced them by, to 
say the least of it, less efficient men.’ And Mansbridge without actually condemning a 
system of recruitment which presents its advantages and is often necessary expresses the 
wish that ‘as few students in tutorial classes as possible should obtain appointments in the 
public service by virtue of their having been in such classes’. Cf. A. P. Orage, National 
Guilds, 1914, pp. 217-18 : ‘It is not generally realized how successfully the present Govern- 
ment has sterilized the Socialist and Labour Movement by-enlisting in the ranks of the 
bureaucracy energetic young Fabians as well as prominent political Socialists and Labour 
leaders. Large posts in London, smaller po.sts in the provinces. . . . The accession to the 
ranks of the Civil Service of a certain number of men alleged to be democrats has, of 
course, in no way democratized Downing Street and its purlieus. Classification still rules, 
appointments to the first class still being the perquisite of the universities. In this way the 
bureaucratic organization is securely linked to the governing classes; they worship the 
same God; their tone, manners, and ambition derive from the same source. It is not, there- 
fore, surprising that the British bureaucracy is regarded by the bulk of the working popu- 
lation as an element of oppression.' 
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overhung international relations, had prevented the country 
growing more prosperous. Imports had risen to ^624,705,000 
in 1909, /]678,257 ,ooo in 1910 and ^680,158,000 in 1911, 
exports to ;£469,525,ooo in 1909, ^534,146,000 in 1910 and 
^{^556,878,000 in 1911. In 1912, in spite of a serious social con- 
flict at home and the outbreak in the Balkans of a war which 
threatened to become universal, imports reached £744,641,000, 
exports £598,961,000. It was no use for the Tariff Reformers to 
argue that the favourable impression produced by these figures 
was illusory and that when prices were continually rising an in- 
crease in the value of exports did not mean an increase in the 
amount of goods exported. The calculations of the free traders 
proved that exports had increased not only in value but in amount. 
But if there seemed little to justify the claims of the Tariff Refor- 
mers, it was very different with the claims of the Socialists, or to 
use a less theoretical term, of Labour. 

The workers were justified in pointing out that the employers 
profited more than themselves by tins rise in prices. It is true their 
wages rose but not in proportion to the rise in the cost of food 
and other necessities of hfe; or, to speak more strictly, the rise in 
wages always lagged behind the increased cost of living.^ And 
how did the workers obtain the increase in their wages, such as it 
was? Political action obviously effected nothing. The workers 
must bring direct pressure to bear on the employers. An import- 
ant Statute had been passed in 1906, snatched by fear from the 
pohticians of the older parties. It was the Act which had legalized 
peaceful picketing and freed the unions from all financial habihty. 
After years of restricted action, the working class was once more 
free to wield against the employers the only efficacious weapon 
at its disposal, not the vote but the strike. 

The movement of discontent among the working class was 
inevitably accompanied by the revival of an extremist poficy 
among the Socialist leaders. Its fmt symptom had been the elec- 

^ For the fall in real wages see Abstract of Labour Statistics, Board cf Trade (Labour Depart- 
ment) Fifteenth Abstract of Labour Statistics in the United Kingdom, 1912, pp. 70, 152. Accord- 
ing \o this calculation wages rose between 1895 and 1910 from 88.23 to 99.70 while the 
retail price of articles of food in London rose from 93.2 to 109.9. L. G. Chiozza Money, 
Things that Matter. Papers upon Subjects which are or ought to be under Discussion, 1912, Chap. 
1: ‘The Recent Fall in Real Wages,’ also Chap, xxiii: ‘The Rise in the Poverty Line’ 
(pp. i, sqq. ; 252 sqq.) gives reasons for believing that the fall m real wages in England was 
probably greater than one would gather from the official figures. See also for the more 
restricted sphere of the railways Charles Watney and James A. Little (Industrial Warfare, 
The Aims and Claims of Capital and Labour, 1912, pp. 50 sqq.). 
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tion of Victor Grayson to Parliament in 1907. After this the 
extremists seemed to have lost ground, a phenomenon to which 
the depression which followed the economic crisis of 1908 and 
the effect produced by the poUcy of social reform favoured by 
Lloyd George and Churchill undoubtedly contributed. But it 
soon became evident that this was no more than a truce. When 
British Sociahsm at last acquired a daily newspaper, the Daily 
Herald,^ it was an organ of the left wing, to which the ofEcid 
party in vain opposed a rival organ, the Daily Citizen, At /the 
universities and in certain pubUc schools it became fashioniible 
for an increasing number of young men, readers of Bernard Shaw 
and Wells, to call themselves Socialists, Under the auspices\of 
Hyndman’s Social Democratic Federation, now the ‘Social Denip- 
cratic Party’, after the policy of co-operation with the official 
Labour party had been given up, a Sociahst Representation Com- 
mittee was formed in 1909 and at a Socialist Unity Conference, 
held on September 30 and October i, it was decided to found a 
British Sociahst party wliich would combine the old adherents 
of Social Democracy with the youthful left wing of the Labour 
party.^ The new party of doctrinaires was founded with a great 
flourish of trumpets but the enthusiasm was somewhat artificial. 
For what after all did Hyndman propose? To found yet another 
pohtical group. But if liistory taught any lesson, did it not prove 
that the new party would inevitably go the same way as the 
Labour party, already to all appearance discredited? The men who 
were the life and soul of the new left wing were disciples of a 
different school opposed to all pohtical action and therefore in 
harmony with the present attitude of the working class, a school 
not like Marxian Sociahsm of German origin but hailing from 
France. 


3 

To understand the origins of this new doctrine we must go 
back to the time when in 1870 two opposing groups contested the 
control of the First International, the respective supporters of the 
German, Karl Marx, and of the Russian, Bakunin. To Marx’s 


^ For the beginnings of the Daily Herald see George Lansbury, My Life, 1928. 

■ A. W. Humphrey, A History of Labour Representation, 1912, pp. 182 sqq. M. Beer, 
Geschichte des SoziaUsmus in England, 1913, pp. 496 sqq. 
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authoritarian Communism which looked to a centrahzed State to 
expropriate the capitaUst class, the latter opposed a freer and, they 
argued, more flexible doctrine to which amongst others they 
gave the name of ‘anarchism'. Bakunin’s movement, for a time 
very powerful in the Latin countries, finally failed, and the ‘anar- 
chist’ groups disintegrated into a number of isolated individuals 
who, renouncing collective action of any kind, confined them- 
selves to individual propaganda, by book, newspaper, and also — 
to use their own phrase — ‘by deed’ — that is to say, by assassination. 
Nevertheless, they soon became more numerous. In France they 
made their way into the ‘Bourses de Travail * — through the Bourses 
into the trade unions which originally Jules Guesde had affiliated 
to his orthodox Marxian party. They finally built up out of the 
unions an organization based on what they termed ‘revolutionary 
syndicalism’.^ According to them parliamentary politics demoral- 
ized the representatives of labour, made them lose their class con- 
sciousness, and distracted their attention to religious, national, and 
constitutional questions which had notliing to do with the sole 
question in which the workers had an interest — the social question. 
Militant Socialists therefore should not enter the Chamber or 
hold any official post except the post of secretary to a trade union, 
in which capacity diey should organize in the factories ‘direct 
action’ against the employers, passing from dispute to dispute, 
from strike to strike, at every step strengthening the workers’ 
control and reducing the profits of capital until the day when a 
universal revolutionary strike should complete the expropriation 
of the capitahsts and the body of workers organized in the ‘Con- 
federation Generate du Travail* set up, by their unaided efforts and 
without any help from the State, die free repubHc of producers. 

From France the doctrine spread to Spain and Italy, then crossed 
the frontiers of the Latin countries to reach Holland, Scandinavia, 
and the EngHsh-speaking world: In the United States it became 
the creed of the organization entitled ‘The Industrial Workers of 
the World’ In the States the proletariat was itself divided into 
two classes. On the one hand, there was a class of highly-paid 
workers, the aristocracy of the proletariat, strongly organized in 
trade unions who by amicable agreements periodically concluded 

^ [From the French syndicat= Trade Union. Trs. Note.] 

“ For die Industrial Workers of the World sec the extremely erudite study by Paul 
Frederick Brissenden, The I. W. W. A Study of American Syndicalismt 1917 (for the French 
influence which however Mr. Brissenden is inclined to underestimate sec pp. 272 sqq.). 
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had concluded a species of alliance between capital and labour. 
On the other hand there was a class of unskilled labourers usually 
consisting of American citizens not of Teutonic race, which was 
shamelessly exploited by the employers with the connivance of 
the more fortunate workers. The Industrial Workers of the 
World incited the latter to form revolutionary organizations or 
rather a single organization, one big union, which could launch a 
frontal attack on the employers and effect the social revolution by a 
universal strike. The American workers were in constant touch 'v^th 
Ireland and an Irishman named Connolly, attracted by a doctime 
calculated to appeal to a turbulent race, brought back to his natWe 
country the theories of the Industrial Workers of the World.f 
Meanwhile these doctrines spread in Austraha where a powers 
Labour party existed, which already controlled the great citie^, 
held office in many of the States, and hoped to gain possession of 
the Commonwealth Government. Owing to its very success it 
had ceased to be a revolutionary party, had found itself compelled 
to subordinate the class interests of the proletariat to the interests 
of Australian society as a whole, and even to repress strikes. Here 
therefore the soil was favourable to the growth of syndicahst 
ideas. Parliamentary government, State action, were shams, and 
the strikers betrayed by the pohticians naturally came to regard 
the strike as the only efficacious lawful instrument of Hberation. 
Here the Industrial Workers of the World came into contact with 
some Enghshmen, jetsam of abortive Sociahst agitations who 
were stranded in Austraha. There were champions of the Social 
Democratic Federation; there were Ben Tillett and Tom Mann, 
the former originally a transport worker, the latter from the 
engineering trade, who in 1889 had both taken an active part in 
revolutionary strikes in London. Tillett and Mann had then been 
in their way important men. Forgotten now, they were attracted 
by the prospect of making their reappearance in England armed 
with the doctrine they had discovered at the antipodes. In turn 
they came back to Europe. An Enghsh militant, by name Guy 
Bowman, in close contact with the French Revolutionaries, who 
had translated a book by Gustave Herve and was trying to intro- 
duce the syndicahst agitation into England, sent them to Paris to 
receive orders from the leaders of the movement. So quickly in 

^ Sec his book, Socialism Made Easy, 1909 also his biography by Desmond Ryan, 
Connolly, Hts Life, Work and Writings with a preface by H. W. Nevinson, 1924. 
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die twentieth century do ideas encircle the globe.^ On November 
26, 1910, at Manchester 200 delegates representing some seventy 
groups, sixteen trade councils, and 60,000 workers, founded the 
Manchester Syndicalist Education League which immediately 
launched a campaign of propaganda by lectures, pamphlets, and 
books. The Central Labour College which Dennis Hird had 
founded in London in opposition to Ruskin College, wliich was 
regarded as too moderate, provided the propaganda with the 
necessary centre. Among the inteUigentsia syndicalism gained as 
many converts as among the manual workers. Young men of 
letters, attracted to Socialism by its promise of emancipation but 
repelled by its bureaucracy and pedantry, thought they had found 
in syndicalism a way out of the impasse. They read Georges Sorel, 
the theorist who by adapting Bergson’s philosophy gave revolu- 
tionary syndicalism a metaphysical foundation. They claimed for 
the workers and for themselves the right to be hberated witliout 
being civilized and made bourgeois. In their interpretation revolu- 
tionary syndicaHsm expressed, in opposition to democratic 
nationalism, a revolt of the elan vital, the obscure forces of instinct.^ 

In 1910 the situation favoured their propaganda.® The strike 
movement, which had been fostered by the action of the Liberals 
in 1906 and the passing of the Trade Disputes Bill, had been 
checked by the crisis of 1908. It was in 1910 that it first seriously 
alarmed the wealthy classes. Important strikes broke out in the 
coalfields of northern England and Wales, among the cotton 
spinners of Lancashire and Cheshire, and in the Clyde dockyards. 

' Tom Mann, From Single Tax to Syndicalism, 1913. Charles Watney and James A. Little, 
Industrial Warfare, 1912, pp. 30-34. There is very little in Den Tillett’s Memories and 
Refections, 1931. 

* Stephen Reynolds, A Poor Man's House, 1909. Seems Sol A Working-Class View of 
Politics, also his correspondence published by Harold Wright, 1923. Fabian Ware, The 
Worker and the Country, 1912. 

® For the Labour agitation in England on the eve of the Great War see in the first place 
the official documents and the figures published (particularly for the great strikes of 1911 
and 1912) in; Strikes and Lock-Outs. Board of Trade (Department of Labour Statistics) Report 
an — and on Conciliation and Arbitration Boards in the United Kingdom in 1910 with comparative 
Statistics, 1912, pp. 21 sqq. — in 1912 with comparative Statistics, 1913, pp. xxi, sqq. See also 
the excellent contemporary work by Charles Watney and James A. Little, Industrial War- 
fare. The Aims and Claims of Capital and Labour, 1912, Lord Askwith, Industrial Problems and 
Disputes, 1920, pp. 148 sqq. (The personal reminiscences of a man who at this time was 
the chief arbitrator at the Board of Trade.) See also G. D. H. Cole, A Short History of the 
British Working-Class Movement, 1789 - 1929 , vol. iii, 1900 - 1927 , Chaps, v and vi, pp. 63 
sqq., also Sidney and Drcatice Webb, The History of Trade Unionism (revised edition ex- 
tended to 1920) 1920, Chaps, ix and x passim. W. H. Cook, The General Strike. A Study of 
Labour's Tragic Weapon in Theory and Practice, 1931, says very little about the agitation in 
England at the date with which we are concerned. 
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The number of strikers was the highest registered since 1893. And 
it was remarked that 30 per cent of the strikers had downed tools 
to protest against the use of non-union labour — ^in other words, to 
defend the supremacy of the unions.^ But it was also noteworthy 
that in many instances the strike broke out spontaneously without 
orders from headquarters, "sometimes even against the wish of the 
union officials. It was therefore a revolt not only against the 
authority of capital but against the discipline of trade unionism. 
And the abuse made by the miners on strike in South Wales of 
the right of picketing conferred by the Act of 1906 caused general 
consternation. The strike became a lawless revolt when on the 
evening of November 8 the strikers looted the village of Tony- 
pandy.^ Should we also mention an incident which took place\m 
London two months later? At Stepney two Russian anarchists 
suspected of having committed political murders were besieged 
in the house where they lived. The troops were called out, there 
was shooting and cannon fire, and the Home Secretary, Churchill, 
came in person to take charge of the operations until finally both 
anarchists perished in the burning building. In fact, this dramatic 
scene was notEnghsh. It was an incident of the Russian revolution 
enacted on British soil. But the Industrial Syndicalist, Tom Mann’s 
monthly organ, made use of it for liis propaganda. He offered a 
prize of two guineas for an essay of 3 ,000 words on the following 
problem. ‘If two men can keep 2,000 men employed and hold 
them at bay in one street, how many men would be required to 
defeat two or three million men, spread over the area of Great 
Britain 


4 

What bodies of workmen would Ben Tillett and Tom Mann on 
their arrival from Australia select as the field of this propaganda? 
As we might have expected, Ben Tillett, a former dock labourer, 

^ Strikes and Lock-Outs. Board of Trade {Labour Department) Report on, 1911, pp. 2-3. 
Letter from G. R. Askwith. The number of workers directly involved in strikes had been 
56,380 in 1904, 67,653 ill 1905. It rose in 1906 to 157,872, fell to 100,728 in 1907, rose again 
to 223,909 in 1908, and fell to 170,258 in 1909. The movement of rapid increase began in 
1910 with a total of 385,085 (p. 14). If we add to the number directly involved in the strike, 
those obliged to cease work on account of the strike of other workers, we obtain a total of 
more than half a million. 

® ‘An orgy of naked anarchy* {The Times, November 9, 1910). For these disorders sec 
General the Rt. Hon. Sir Nevil Macrcady, Annals of an ActiueLife, vol. i, pp. 136 sqq. 

® The Industrial Syndicalist, vol. i. No. 6. 
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and leader of the great strike at the London docks in 1889, turned 
his attention first to the dockers. In 1889 they had won a great 
victory and had considerably improved their conditions of labour. 
Since then however they had lost ground. There were always 
three times as many men wanting work as those in employment, 
and the dockers were moreover divided among thirteen rival 
organizations and hampered by the competition of a host of 
yellow and black workers, the scum of Asia and Africa. Ben 
Tillett set himself to revive the old Dock, Wharf, Riverside, and 
General Workers’ Union, the child of the strike of 1889.^ A strike 
which broke out at Newport in Wales drew pubhc attention for 
the first time to the dockers’ grievances. The arbitration of the 
Board of Trade was accepted by the officials of the union but the 
men refused to accept the award. It was propitious soil for the 
syndicalist propaganda, a rising of the workers against their 
leaders’ moderate policy. Another organization in the ports pro- 
vided a field of operations for the other leader of syndicalism after 
the French pattern, Tom Mann. In collaboration with the Secre- 
tary of the Seamen’s Union, J. Havelock Wilson,^ he went from 
port to port to gather recruits for this still youthful organization. 
Their programme, drawn up in July 1910 was to form a National 
Conciliation Board which should fix a uniform standard of wages, 
the minimum wage to be ^4 los. a month and reform the 
methods of recruiting labour — ^in short, draw up an entire code 
of corporate labour. In spite of pressure from the Board of Trade 
the Shipbuilders’ Federation refused to negotiate with the Union’s 
representatives. War was declared. 

The struggle quickly assumed intemational proportions. For in 
France among the seamen from Marseilles to Dunkirk, strikes 
were endemic, and citizeness Sorgue, an unwearied agitator, acted 
as a link between the workers of both countries. At a congress held 
in Copenliagen in August, the Intemational Federation of Trans- 
port Workers, in spite of some opposition from the German dele- 

^ Ben Tillett, Doefe, Wharf and General Workers* Union. Commemorating the 1889 Dockers* 
Strike, September 1910. Sub Jinem: ‘Our Union is stronger, richer and more useful now 
than ever, and its future is with you, brothers and comrades, in a great battle that must 
only end with the workers being masters of their destinies and that of their respective 
countries. We must not rest until the cause of poverty is removed, and the abolition of the 
capitalist system is complete.* 

* Joseph Havelock Wilson’s autobiography, My Stormy Voyage through Life. Vol. i, 1925 
relates only the first part of his career, and volume ii has not been published. Moreover 
the book was written by Wilson when in his old age he had become a professed patriot 
and conservative. 


455 



DOMESTIC ANARCHY 


gates, decided in favour of an international strike of seamqn. It 
was to be a general strike not only of the sailors in the mercan- 
tile marine but of all who played any part whatever in handling 
merchandise at the ports. Tillett and Mann won their crowning 
victory when in November a National Transport Workers’ 
Federation was formed in England comprising thirty-six unions, 
unions of seamen, dockers, and carters of every description.^ 

The signal for the international strike of seamen was given on 
June 14,1911. On the Continent it went unheeded but in England 
nothing short of a revolutionary outbreak followed. Here we 
meet again those labour disorders with which we have beopme 
acquainted aheady as intervening so strangely in the Agadir crisis. 
They took everybody by surprise, ‘It is a revolution,’ an employer 
told a high official at the Board of Trade, ‘the men have n^w 
leaders, unknown before; and we don’t know how to deal with 
them.’ And a Labour member told the same official that he could 
not understand what was happening. ‘Every one seems to have 
lost their hcads.’^ The strike was marked by a violence to which 
England was unaccustomed and which terrified the middle classes. 
At Hull, Manchester, and Cardiff there were cases of arson and 
looting and riots between the crowd and the pohee in wliich a 
large number were wounded. Finally, about the first of August a 
settlement seemed to have been reached, though the employers 
found themselves obliged to treat not only with the transport 
workers but with several other unions. The strikers’ official pro- 
gramme was a ‘national’ programme including the regulation of 
the conditions of labour throughout the whole of the United 
Kingdom. But the issue was soon narrowed down to die question 
of wages and everywhere the employers were striving to save 
what they could. Everywhere the men obtained an increase of 
wages equal or almost equal to what they had asked, and often 
secured in addition the recognition of their union. 

But the struggle broke out again almost at once. The port of 


^ The International Socialist Congress held at Stuttgart in 1907 had spent much time 
debating a motion put forward by Gustave Hervd calling upon the citizens of every 
country to reply to a declaration of war from whatever quarter it might come by a mili- 
tary strike and an insurrection. At the next congress held at Copenhagen between August 
28 and September 3, 1910, Keir Hardie, in Hervd’s absence advocated the general strike 
in a more restricted form characteristic of the tendencies prevalent at the moment in the 
British unions, a general strike in all industries which provided the implements of war; 
arms, munitions, and transport. 

^ Lord Askwith, Industrial Problems and Disputes^ 1920, p. 149. 
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London had escaped the troubles of June and July since the author- 
ities had made haste to negotiate with the dockers and a settle- 
ment had been reached on July 27. But the settlement itself created 
a new grievance. The wages of the dockers in the port of London 
had been raised to the level of the wages received by dockers in 
the employment of certain private companies. The latter then 
demanded an increase of wages, and this in turn led the dockers 
who had accepted the agreement of July 27 to demand a corre- 
sponding increase in their wages. Ben Tillett formed a strike 
committee. A strike actually broke out which in the end affected 
77,000 men.^ The conflagration had been rekindled. It was aggra- 
vated when another organization intervened. 


5 

In spite of its title the Federation did not contain all the transport 
workers in the widest sense of the term transport. The four unions 
of railway servants remained outside it. But among railwaymen a 
discontent prevailed which the settlement of 1907, far from allay- 
ing, had intensified, and which made them the natural allies of the 
dockers and seamen. They complained of the composition of the 
conciliation boards, from which the secretaries of the unions were 
excluded. They were dissatisfied with the poor results secured by 
the new method, an increase of wages insufficient to cover the rise 
in the cost of Hving and rendered worthless by a host of devices to 
which the companies had recourse and against which they were 
powerless to defend themselves. They also complained that the 
procedure of the concihation boards was slow, compHcated and 
expensive, and became ruinous when no settlement was reached 
and arbitration became necessary. In 1910 the General Secretary 
of the Amalgamated Society of Railway Servants calculated that 
the operation of the agreement of 1907 had cost the Society 
^^25,000 in three years, to which must be added the cost of the 
Osborne case. 

Moreover, as the result of the Osborne decision the railwaymen 
turned towards advisers who opposed pohtical action. Richard 

^ For the strike in the port of London see Ben Tillett, History of the London Transport 
Strike, 19 1 1 (with a preface by H. Queleh). It is however a confused and not very informa- 
tive account. See further the works quoted above, p. 453 n. 
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Bell, responsible for the agreement of 1907, had been replaced as 
General Secretary of the Society by a man of more pugnacious 
temper, J. E. Williams, who was provided with an ‘assistant 
secretary’ destined to become famous and like Williams a Welsh- 
man, the supple J. H, Thomas, But what could they do ? The 
conditions of labour had been fixed for six years: until 1914 the 
unions’ hands were tied. Their officers could not fight unless they 
were pushed into war by a revolt of their troops. This revolt had 
begun in July 1910 when, in consequence of the dismissal qf a 
platelayer at Newcastle which they considered unjustified, 3, boo 
railwaymen had gone on strike dislocating for three days all the 
communications of that important industrial centre. The com- 
panies had won. But the unrest had continued. Here, as among the 
seamen, the French example was contagious. In October a general 
strike on the French railways had created a sensation. The French 
Government had broken it by militarizing the railway service and 
mobilizing aU the railwaymen. If a general strike broke out on the 
British railways, the Government could not employ this weapon. 

At the beginning of August 1911 a general strike seemed very 
near. In many places serious local strikes occurred, in which the 
railwaymen revolted against the Conciliation Board and attemp- 
ted to obtain by direct action an increase of wages and a reduction 
of hours. A thousand men went on strike at Liverpool. The 
dockers’ strike which had ended ten days before broke out once 
more in sympathy with the railwaymen. The employers launched 
a counter-offensive and declared a lock-out of the entire union 
comprising 48,000 workers. In Liverpool Mann, hke Tillett in 
London, took charge of operations. 

The situation became serious. In England’s two greatest ports 
the population was threatened with famine or at least was at the 
mercy of two proletarian dictators, Ben Tillett and Tom Mann. 
In the wealthy quarters the price of meat doubled. To supply 
children and the hospital patients with milk the vans which deli- 
vered it were obliged to obtain passes signed by Tillett or Mann. 
Alternatively a military convoy must be obtained. It was freely 
granted to anyone who asked for it. Churchill, a former soldier 
who had gone over to pacifism, became once more a miHtarist 
when, as Home Secretary, he lent his services to the Admiralty at 
a moment of diplomatic tension to organize in the ports a hunt 
for German spies and borrowed troops from the War Office to 
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patrol the streets of London and Liverpool. This mihtary inter- 
vention was not always successful. If in London the dispute was 
peaceably settled by an agreement concluded on August ii, it 
was not the same at Liverpool where the presence of the Irish 
element no doubt gave the strike a particularly violent character. 
One day the offices of the Shipping Federation were burnt down. 
Another day the soldiers used their rifles and there were casualties. 
They were to be sure local disturbances. But by the indignation 
they aroused throughout the working class they provoked or 
came within an ace of provoking another social crisis of a more 
formidable character. 

On August 15 at Liverpool, the day after the affray with the 
troops, the secretaries of the four railwaymen’s unions acting in 
concert, after protesting against the massacre declared that in 
conformity with ‘the almost universal demand’ of the workers 
they gave the Companies twenty-four hours in which to open 
negotiations for a new settlement of the questions outstanding 
between themselves and their employees. Otherwise there would 
be a general strike. On the i6th the Prime Minister summoned 
to London the four signatories of the manifesto. On the 17th he 
had an interview with the Companies’ official representative, as a 
result of which the latter considered themselves entitled to inform 
the Press that in reliance upon the assurances of protection they 
had received from the Government they were prepared to guaran- 
tee an efficient though reduced service even in the event of a 
general strike. Asquith then- had an interview with the secretaries 
of the four unions in which he offered to appoint a royal commis- 
sion to examine the men’s grievances impartially and accompanied 
his ofibr by a threat as to the consequences of a refusal.^ To this 
the men replied by giving the order for a strike which was imme- 
diately obeyed everywhere. On Friday morning, August 18, the 
dislocation of the railway services began. 

6 

Asquith was in favour of firm resistance. And ChurchiU was 
despatching troops in all directions without even waiting for 
the local authorities to ask for tliem. It was at this juncture that 

^ On this point see the resolutions of the President of the Amalgamated Society of 
Railway Servants in the Nottingham Guardian for August 28. 
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Lloyd George who had already spoken in conciliatory terms in 
the House of Commons^ wrested from his colleagues authority 
to open negotiations. He informed the representatives of the 
companies and the rail way men in confidence of the danger of war 
and urged the bad effect which in the existing situation would be 
produced by a general strike. The same evening a compromise 
was reached.^ The men agreed that the dispute should be referred 
to a Commission. But on the other hand the Companies under- 
took to reinstate all the strikers in the positions they held before 
the strike, and promised that, before the question was referred tq 
the Commission, the directors should meet the secretaries of thd 
unions, which might well seem a first step towards recognizing 
the latter. Lloyd George indeed evidently encouraged the secre- 
taries to beheve that the recognition was only a question of 
weeks. If the railwaymen’s complaints of the Conciliation Boards 
were justified the Commission could not fail to recommend a 
system of collective agreements concluded directly with the 
unions, and the Companies would be obhged to accept on the 
decision of an impartial umpire what they had refused in August 
to the pressure of the unions.^ 

The Labour Crisis of 1911 was rcacliing its end. Disorders in- 

^ H. of C., August 16, 191 1. Lloyd George denied the proiruscs alleged to have been 
made to the Companies by the Prime Mmister in a document read to the House by the 
Labour member Wardle; Tt is a very nusleading thing to put down. I object to it very 
much in the interest of the railway compames, the men, and the community, because it is 
so important that the Government’s position of strict impartiality should be preserved.* 
(Parliamentary Debates^ Commons 1911, 5th Scries, vol. xxix, pp. 2045 ** 1*1 )• of C., 
August 17, 191T. Lloyd George did not want the relegation of the dispute to a Commis- 
sion to be regarded as the Government’s device to evade responsibility. ‘The Government 
of course cannot abrogate its rcspon.sibihty and cannot accept the report of any Commis- 
sion without investigation. The re.sponsibility, of course, must be, in the first instance, the 
responsibility of the Government and then finally of the House of Commons. ... I hope 
It will be possible, at any rate during the next few hours, to conduct negotiations without 
any exasperating intervention, cither inside or outside the House.’ (Pari. Deb.^ Commons 
1911, 5th Ser., vol. xxix, pp. 2196, 2198.) Sec the equally conciliatory words spoken by 
Ramsay MacDonald (Pari. Deb., Commons 1911, 5th Ser., vol. xtox, pp. 2193 sqq ). 

* Railway Workers — United Kingdom. Terms of Settlement 19 th August, 1911 . (Strikes and 
Lock-Outs. Board of Trade [Labour Department] Report on, 1911, pp. 168 sqq.). 

® For the railway strike see, besides the various works mentioned above p. 453 rt. J. 
Keir Hardie, Killing no Minder! The Government and the Railway Strike. What Caused the 
recent Railway Strike? Who Settled it? For what Purposes were the Troops Called out? (no 
date) — the interesting evidence given by J. H. Thomas before the industrial Council 
November 27, 1912 (Inquity into Industrial Agreements, Minutes of Evidence, pp. 428-9) 
Rowland Kenney, Men and Rails, 1913. G. W. Alcock, Fifty Years of Railway Trade 
Unionism, 1925 pp. 424 sqq. Charlotte Lcubuschcr, Der Arbeitskampf der Englischen Eisen- 
bahner im Jahre, 1911. Mit einem emleitentenden Vberblick iiher der allgemeine Entwicklungs- 
tendenz in der beutigen englischen Arbeiterbewegung, 1913 (in the Staats und Sozialwischen 
schaftliche Forschungen by G. Schmollcr and Max Scring. Heft, 174). An excellent history 
prefaced by a general picture of the British labour movement about this date. 
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deed continued in Wales, where a fight took place between the 
troops and railwaymen on Friday the 19th which cost seven 
victims, and Jewish shops were looted in the village of Tredegar. 
But order was soon restored. The Railway Commission reported 
on October 18. The report disappointed the railwaymen. It recom- 
mended, it is true, that the procedure of the Concihation Boards 
should be expedited in the first place by abolishing the right of 
appeal, but the competence of each board was to be strictly con- 
fined to disputes which concerned a particular section of the men, 
so that it would be impossible to submit claims involving the 
entire staff. It suggested that their jurisdiction instead of being 
confined to wage disputes should be extended to all questions 
concerning the conditions of labour but that questions of discip- 
line should remain outside their competence. It recommended 
that the secretaries of the unions should sit on the boards, but it 
did not recommend that the recognition of the unions, the fun- 
damental demand of the railwaymen since 1907, should be gran- 
ted. The union officials spoke of recommencing the strike. It was 
in vain. The men’s spirit had been broken. One of the four unions, 
the engineers’ and firemen’s, stood aloof and the three others 
thought it prudent instead of ordering a strike to take a referen- 
dum on the question. To this the Companies rephed by an adroit 
move cleverly calculated to concihate the body of the workers. 
In agreement with the Government which authorized them in 
turn to raise their rates they decided to grant a general increase 
of wages.^ The referendum went in favour of striking but the 

^ In fulfilment of a promise given in August (Railway Workers) — United Kingdom 
Terms of Settlement 19th August 1911 {Strikes and Lock-Outs Board of Trade [Department 
of Labour Statistics] Report on, 1912, p. 169). The promise was kept by an Act not passed 
until the opening of 1913 : 2 & 3 Geo. V., Cap. 29; An Act to amend Section One of the 
Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 1894 with respect to increases or rates or charges made 
for the purpose of meeting a rise in the cost of working a railway due to improved labour 
conditions {Railway and Land Traffic Act, 1913). In 1907 as compensation for the concessions 
made to the railwaymen the Government had authorized the companies to pursue freely 
their policy of amalgamation. The men had protested. For since the effect of this policy 
would be to diimnish the staff reqmred it would involve many dismissals. The protests 
were obviously unjustified. Can any corporation be forced in the interest of its employees 
to employ more men than it needs? And, in fact, when the demand for labour was so 
great were many men thrown out of work as a result of this policy? In 1911 the Govem- 
nient empowered the railway companies to raise their rates to compensate for an increase 
in wages. The port of London authorities did the same after the August strike. It amounted 
to making society as a whole instead of a group of capitalists, pay for the concessions 
made by the latter to their employees; from the Sociahst standpoint an extremely ques- 
tionable solution. The Labour members protested and as their cause was that of the entire 
public making use of the railways they carried an amendment restricting the operation of 
the Act to five years. But the House of Lords rejected it and the Commons yielded. Sec 
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men had obviously voted only for form’s sake. When it was 
held, the Companies had already decided in obedience to a final 
command by the House of Commons^ to meet the union secre- 
taries in conference. A few shght modifications of the Commis- 
sion’s proposals sufficed to satisfy the latter.^ The men did not 
strike but accepted the agreement. 


7 

The railway question was thus settled for the time. But the\ 
Labour unrest continued. In December there was a strike of 
dockers and carters at Dundee, and at the end of the same month 
a strike of the weavers in north-cast Lancashire. In January a 
general strike broke out at Glasgow. Then in March after the 
general strikes of transport workers, and the abortive general 
strike on the railways there followed a general strike in the mines. 
It had almost broken out in 1909 and though a settlement was 
reached at the eleventh hour the hostility felt by the miners to- 
wards the alterations in the time-table which had followed the 
- introduction of the eight-hours’ day persisted. The syndicahst 
propaganda therefore found favourable soil in the mining districts, 
particularly in South Wales, where Dennis Hird’s Central Labour 
College organized a course of Socialist lectures; two young miners, 
Stanton and Vernon Hartshorn, without breaking with the 
Labour party kept in touch with the revolutionaries, and at the 
beginning of 1912 the most sensational of the purely syndicahst 
manifestoes which had appeared in England was published under 
the title ‘The Miners’ Next Step’. The issue upon which the con- 
flict centred was the new question of what were known as 
‘abnormal places’. Was it just that the miner who was paid by 
the piece should receive less when the lesser output of his labour 
was due not to the smaller amount of work done, but to the 
greater difficulty of extracting the coal? The dispute began in a 
district of the Welsh coalfield, where 10,000 miners remained on 

the debates H. of C., January 30, February ii, 12, 1913. H. of L., February 19, 1913 
(Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1912, 5th Series, vol. xlvii, pp. 1571 sqq., vol. xlix, 
pp. 756 sqq., 1333 sqq. Lords 1912-13, 5th Ser., vol. xiii, pp. 144B sqq.). 

^ H. of C., November 22, 1911 (Pari. Deb,, Commons 1911, vol. xxxi, pp. 1209 sqq.) 

® Railway Conference Agreement, December 11,1911. (Strikes and Lock-Outs. Board of 
Trade [Labour Department] Report on, pp. 169 sqq.). 
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Strike from September 1910 to September 1911 to be defeated in 
the end. But at the very moment when they surrendered, the 
British National Federation of Miners decided to take up the 
question and demand on behalf of the entire federation special 
wages for men working in ‘abnormal places’. They had attempted 
to discuss the matter with the Mining Association wloich contained 
all the mine owners in the kingdom. Such a recognition of 
national bargaining would however have been a step towards the 
unification perhaps the eventual nationalization of the mines. The 
owners therefore proposed regional negotiations and the miners 
accepted their demands, but proceeded to raise the issue of the 
minimum wage. The question of abnormal places would be 
settled by implication if it were agreed that throughout Great 
Britain, however unproductive the seam, the miners’ wage should 
not fall below a certain minimum. In this way the suggestion for 
the equalization of wages tliroughout the country was again 
brought forward. If the mine owners refused the miners’ terms 
there would be a strike. And a strike wc may observe in breach 
of contract. For the Welsh miners were bound by contract for 
more than two years, the Scottish for more than one. The union 
officials though themselves in favour of moderate courses were 
swept away by the wave of syndicalism.^ 

Tliroughout the greater part of the country the mine owners 
accepted the miners’ terms, but in Scotland, Soutli Wales, North- 
umberland, and Durham they refused, and on January 18 the 
miners by 445,800 to 115,300 votes decided in favour of striking. 
The sohdarity of the workers was now such that half of them who 
had no direct interest at stake came to the help of the other half. 
Moreover, a new set of demands was now put forward by the 
Miners’ Federation. It demanded, under pain of a strike, a general 
tariff of wages drawn up for each district, no wage to be less than 
five s hillin gs for adults, two shillings for children. 

The Government intervened. Four Cabinet Ministers — the 
Prime Minister, Sir Edward Grey, Lloyd George, and Sydney 
Buxton — met the representatives both of the mine owners and 
the miners. Asquith submitted his proposals to both parties. The 
principle of a minimum wage was recognized. In each district 
special agreements would be necessary to fix that minimum which 

^ For the miners’ strike see in addition to the works mentioned above p. 453 n. 
Maurice Alfassa, La Grive noire et ^Evolution des Syndicats, 1913. 
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would differ in different districts. In each district a joint confer- 
ence might be set up on which the Government would be repre- 
sented, and if it failed to reach an agreement, the representatives 
of the Government would act as umpire. As in November, the 
mine owners were divided, diough the miners were already ask- 
ing more than in November, not only the acceptance of the 
abstract principle of a minimum wage but that it should be legally 
fixed. The men unanimously rejected Asquith’s proposals. The 
strike began, affecting directly a milhon men, indirealy a further 
million — the railwaymen, for instance, and the iron workers. Itj 
lasted a month and in contrast to the labour troubles of 1911 was| 
conducted peaceably. Not a single sanguinary incident occurred. 
Tom Mann was imprisoned for inciting the soldiers to make 
common cause with the workers against the Government; but 
there was no collision between the troops and the strikers. The 
calm however was itself formidable. Finally, to escape the impasse, 
the Government carried a Bill establishing a minimum wage in 
the mines. It provided that it should be fixed under conditions 
prescribed in detail and varying with each class of worker, by 
twenty-three joint district boards with independent chairmen. 
Introduced on the 19th of March it was passed on the 29th. The 
Conservative Opposition refrained from embarrassing the 
■ Government by obstruction and allowed the Bill to pass, merely 
expressing the hope that once it had become law the Government 
would show itself sufficiently firm to make the working class 
accept it. 

For this was the critical issue. The new Act embodied the 
proposals made by Asquith in February, not the claims of the 
miners: it contained no clause fixing a national minimum wage. 
What would be the attitude of the union officials now the Act 
had been passed? They evaded the difficulty by taking another 
referendum of the union, and though a majority voted in favour 
of continuing the strike it was so small that the officials overruled 
the decision on the ground that two-thirds of the miners had not 
voted for the strike. And soon they decided to raise a paean of 
victory. It was surely an event of historic importance that so soon 
after the excitement aroused by the dispute between the two 
Houses, Parhament, instead of discussing such poHtical questions 
as Home Rule or Welsh Disestabhshment had devoted its time 
for two entire months to the Labour question. And if the miners 

464 



THE SYNDICALIST REVOLT 


had not obtained everything they had asked for, they had ob- 
tained for the first time in the history of labour legislation recog- 
nition of the principle of the minimum wage, not as in 1909 for 
certain classes of workers incapable of self defence, but for the 
most powerful union in the United Kingdom and in consequence 
of its victorious action. ‘The sohdarity of the workers’, Vernon 
Hartshorn declared on March 28, ‘has become so firm that in less 
than a week, by the stoppage of the railways and other means of 
transport, we can paralyse the nation, bring the government 
to its knees and make it beg us to resume work on harder condi- 
tions than those that it would have declared inacceptable at the 
outset.’ 


8 

This labour unrest, which at times verged on anarchy, was em- 
barrassing to the Government and the more so since it no longer 
possessed the hold over the working class it once exercised 
through the channel of diose Members of Parhament who claimed 
to be their accredited representatives. We can picture the great 
demagogue of the Cabinet, Lloyd George, struggling with diffi- 
cult problems of parUamentary tactics. After the important series 
of measures, from the Trade Disputes Act of 1906 to the National 
Insurance Act of 1911, whose only result seemed to have been to 
increase the discontent of the industrial proletariat, what further 
step could he take in the same direction ? Must he content himself 
with using his diplomatic abiHty to intervene in the labour dis- 
putes which were following in rapid succession? We have seen 
the brilhant success with which in August 1911 he had taken the 
Prime Minister’s place and prevented the railway crisis from 
issuing in disaster. In March 1912, a witness depicts him, while 
arbitrating in company with three of his colleagues on the coal- 
miners’ strike, ‘keeping conspicuously quiet and possibly keeping 
himself in reserve for a crisis’.^ He must find some new slogan, 
turn the attention of the pubhc to some other question and place 
himself once more in the limehght. And the need became the 
more pressing the more enemies he made in the course of his 
stormy career. Once already he had been hbelled by a joumahst; 
but he had prosecuted the Hbeller, who had made an abject apology 

^ Lord Askwith, Industrial Problems and Disputes, 1920, p. 210. 
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and he had emerged victorious. It was very different when at the 
end of 1912 after attacking so many people he found himself the 
object of attack, defamed by a group of bitter foes. 

They did not belong to the syndicalist group. Nevertheless, 
they were fighting as free-lances on what may be termed the right 
wing of the movement. The two Chesterton brothers and Hilaire 
Belloc had constructed a philosophical and social system which 
they defended by a lavish supply of paradoxes. The philosophical 
foundation was CathoUc. The two Chestertons were or would 
soon be Cathohcs, Belloc was a born Cathohc, and they empha- / 
sized the negative aspects of their Cathohcism, an equally fanatical 
hatred of Protestantism and the Jews. In their eyes Protestantism 
and Jewry stood for the bourgeois spirit, the spirit of big business, 
and it was in their criticism of bourgeois civilization that they 
joined hands with the syndicalists. Belloc had provided the latter 
with useful formulas by liis denunciations of the ‘Servile System’, 
the ‘Selfridge System’ in which he enveloped in a common con- 
demnation Capitahst and Collectivist industrialism. What differ- 
ence did it make to the individual whether he was the slave of a 
private employer of a democratic state; earned liis wage as the 
employee of a large company or of the Government?^ Belloc and 
liis friends wanted to return to the old system of small property, 
home industries, and trade guilds and they could justify their 
Cathohc sympathies by the fact that it was in Catholic Europe, 
Ireland, and the South and West of the Continent that large-scale 
industry had made least progress. They published a new weekly, 
The New Witness, which aggravated the prevalent intellectual 
chaos. Belloc attacked Lord Murray, who administered the Liberal 
party funds, two Jewish members of the Cabinet, and Lloyd 
George himself. 

The great inventor, Marconi, had founded a company in 
England to exploit his inventions and had offered to conclude an 
agreement with the British Government for the sole right to set 
up official wireless stations throughout the Empire. The Govern- 
ment was in a hurry to conclude the agreement at a time when 
like all the other European Governments it was making prepara- 

^ Hilaire Belloc, The Servile State, 1912, with its device: ‘If we do not restore the Institu- 
tion of Property we cannot escape the Institution of Slavery; there is no third course.* 
See also G. K. Chesterton’s fantastic Utopia inspired by tlie same spirit, The Napoleon of 
Netting Hill, 1909 and for the controversy with orthodox collectivism, Socialism and the 
Servile State. A Debate between Messrs. Hilaire Belloc and Ramsay MacDonald, M.P., 1911. 
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tions for a war possibly imminent. It was accused of being too 
hasty and there was talk of corruption. The men just mentioned 
were accused, the two Jews being Sir Rufus Isaacs, the Attorney- 
General, who was brother of Godfrey Isaacs, Chairman of the 
British Marconi Company, and Herbert Samuel, the Postmaster- 
General, who in the eyes of his detractors was guilty of the double 
offence of signing the agreement and being a Jew. We shall not 
enter into the details of the Marconi affair which dragged out 
for several months. It is enough to say that it provoked debates 
in the House, and was submitted to a Parhamentary Committee 
of Inquiry and that, if as the result of the investigation Samuel 
was proved completely innocent, the others were proved to have 
been guilty, if not of corruption in the strict sense, at least of 
incorrect fmancial dealings.^ The affair, once politically settled, 
hung fire. A new agreement was made with the Marconi Com- 
pany more favourable to the State than the former had been. 
The campaign against Lloyd George and his friends had not there- 
fore been fruitless. After this the country was obviously of the 
opinion that it was in bad taste to continue to attack them. The 
London Press refused to imitate methods of pohtical warfare only 
too fashionable, as Lloyd George himself observed ‘on the other 
side of the Channel’.^ When a few months later Sir Rufus Isaacs 
was promoted to one of the highest judicial positions in the king- 
dom the pubhe does not seem to have protested. Nevertheless, 
Lloyd George smarted from the attacks made upon him. For we 
cannot deny that his detractors had laid a brutal finger on a sore 
place in the system of democratic government. Men of the hum- 
blest origin rise to political power on a programme of war against 
the rule of wealth and, if they become ministers, receive as such a 
salary which enables them to take their place in a society based 
on the inequahty of wealth which they denounce. But if ever they 


^ Sec the debates H. of C,, October ii, iyi2; appointment of a Committee of Inquiry 
(Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1912, 5th Scries, vol. xlii, pp. 667 sqq.); June 18-19, 
1913, Cave’s motion of censure on the three politicians inenminated (ibid., 1913, 5th Ser., 
vol. liv, pp. 391 sqq., 542 sqq.). Cf. Asquith, Memories and Reflertions, vol. i, pp. 207, 212. 
For a good account of the Marconi affair see the article entitled ‘Ministers and the Stock 
Exchange’, in the number of the Round Table for June 1913 (vol. iii, pp. 425 sqq.). The case 
of Lord Murray of Elibank was the object of a special inquiry by the House of Lords (H. 
of L., March 9, 1914, Pari. Deb., Lords 1914, 5th Ser., vol. xv, pp. 412 sqq.). Without 
hypocrisy the Unionist opposition cbuld scarcely have pushed the matter to extremes 
agamst Lloyd George. In 1900 Rufus Isaacs had defended Arthur Chamberlain when he 
was accused during the Boer War of similar offences in connection with army supphes. 

* Speech at the National Liberal Club, July i, 1913. 
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should cease to be ministers how will they maintain their position ? 
This is the trap laid for a statesman of plebeian origin by a society 
democratic in form, but plutocratic in fact. And this moral weak- 
ness of popular leaders who have become wealthy afforded a wel- 
come argument to the syndicahsts, eager as they were to proclaim 
the bankruptcy of poUtics. 


9 

What revenge could the Welsh country soheitor, convicted of 
having become in his turn a capitahst, and moreover of having 
made use of his pohtical position for that purpose, take upon those 
plutocrats who so often wounded by his denunciations, had at 
last found an opportunity to make their enemy suffer? At the 
close of 1911 when the railway crisis was approaching its end an 
‘Industrial Council’ composed half of representatives of the em- 
ployers and half of representatives of the unions had been formed 
by the Government to arbitrate in labour disputes and try to 
devise some regular method of effecting their peaceful settlement. 
It was invited in June 1912 to hold an inquiry on the latter ques- 
tion and reported a year later.^ Lloyd George had promised to give 
effect to its recommendations^ but he let the matter drop. The 
danger of the great strikes had for the moment been averted and 
the idea was not calculated to arouse popular enthusiasm. He 
would seem rather to have thought of raising the question of 
nationahzing the railways and it was probably at his request that a 
Royal Commission was appointed to examine the question.® But 
without waiting for its report and deciding whether it might be 
good pohey to place the question in the forefront of the Govern- 
ment’s programme, he launched a campaign against the mono- 
poly of the great landlords. He had indeed made preparations for 
an attack, heralded by certain clauses in the Budget of 1909, before 

^ The Industrial Council. Report of Inquiry into Industrial Agreements 1913 and Minutes of 
Evidence taken before the Industrial Council in connection with their Inquiry into Industrial 
Agreements 1913 . (The answers of a hundred witnesses afford an excellent picture of the 
relations between employers and men in England on the eve of the war.) 

* H. of C., July 23, 1912 (Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1912, 5th Series, vol. xli., 
pp. 1116-17). 

® A Royal Commission to inquire into the relationship between the railway companies of Great 
Britain and the State in respect of matters other than safety of ivorking and conditions of employment 
and to report what changes, if any, are desirable in that relationship. (Appointed October 1913 
with Lord Loreburn as chairman.) 
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the Marconi scandal broke out. And he never desisted from it 
throughout his long career. On this point at least a states- 
man, so often charged with tergiverzation, showed a persis- 
tence carried almost to the point of obstinacy. 

He began, as Chamberlain began his campaign for tariff reform, 
by forming a Committee, the Land Inquiry Committee, to collect 
for the use of himself and his supporters all the necessary informa- 
tion about the situation of British agriculture. On the other hand, 
after lengthy discussions which occupied the greater part of 1913 
he obtained the support of the Cabinet as Chamberlain had failed 
to do ten years earlier when he tried to commit the official Union- 
ist party to his protectionist campaign, and he unfolded his 
agrarian programme in two important speeches dehvered, the 
first at Bedford on October ii, the second at Swindon on Octo- 
ber 22 — the day on which the first volume of the Land Inquiry 
Committee’s report was pubhshed. What were its recommenda- 
tions? To understand it we must go back a quarter of a century 
and seek in the experiments made in Ireland by both the great 
historic parties the origin of the two programmes of agrarian 
reform which confronted each other in 1913. The first possible 
method of assisting the small farmers was to allow tenants to 
purchase their farms with financial aid from the State and become 
owners themselves. The Unionists had employed it in Ireland, 
tentatively at first (Lord Ashbourne’s Acts) then on a large scale 
by the Land Law of 1903, which sought to parcel out the entire 
arable area of the country into small independent holdings. But 
even before the Unionists tackled the question in Ireland, the 
Liberals, when Gladstone was Prime Minister, had tried a different 
method, not making the tenants smallholders, but regulating by 
law their relations with their landlords, fixing the amount of rent 
payable and protecting them against unjustifiable evictions. The 
method had been extended almost immediately to the small 
tenants of the Scottish Highlands who were called crofters and 
whose condition closely resembled that of the Irish cottiers. The 
Liberal party had been faithful to this second method when in 
1911 it repaired its defeat of 1907 and passed a Scottish Land Act, 
which extended the provisions of the Crofters’ Act to all the 
small farmers of Scotland. And at present while the Unionists to 
stem the depopulation of the country districts advocated an agrar- 
ian pohey which would settle on the land the largest possible 
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number of small freeholders,^ the Liberals, affected by the in- 
creasing influence of Sociahsm, rejected this programme of peas- 
ant individualism. If the land was to be purchased it must be for 
the benefit of the entire community. Lloyd George proposed to 
give the farmer the same legal protection that the new social 
legislation had given the worker in the towns, and as he proposed 
to give it to the agricultural labourer by fixing a legal wage. The 
execution and development of the new legislation would be the 
task of a Ministry of Land which Lloyd George proposed to create 
and which besides a host of other functions would take over the 
work of the Board of Agriculture. This new department would 
complete the revision of the land survey ordered by the Budget 
of 1909 and of which two-thirds had already been accompHshed, 
acquire uncultivated land, plant trees, drain it and fit it for culti- 
vation, and regulate the relations between the landlord and the 
farmer, between the farmer and the agricultural labourer and 
even more generally the relations between landlord and tenant in 
the town as well as in the country. For all the land in the United 
Kingdom urban as well as rural would be under the jurisdiction 
of this important department intended by Lloyd George to re- 
generate Britain by methods which had nothing in common with 
those of Socialist industrialism, by reviving and repopulating the 
countryside.^ 

Was this campaign hkely to succeed? As we know, the world 
war prevented its development. We can therefore only guess the 
answer. But the prospects of success would not seem to have been 
hopeful. In the first place, conditions were less favourable than 
ten years earlier. The farmers’ economic position had greatly 
improved in the interval. The prices of foodstufi's had risen, in the 
first place for the same reason that prices in general had risen — 
the increase in the amount of gold in circulation — and secondly 
because of the decline in the American supply since the United 

^ For the agrarian policy of the Unionist party sec Lord Lansdowne, speech at the 
Westminster Palace Hotel, July 24, 1912; speech at Matlock Bath, July 21, 1913 — and 
the propaganda pamphlet entitled: A Ufiionist Agricultural Policy, by “a Group of Unioriists, 

.. , 

■ The Land. The Report of the Land Inquiry Committee, vol. i Rural, 1913 ; vol. ii Urban, 
1914. For the question of rural estates sec further the two speeches delivered by Lloyd 
George at Bedford on October ii and at Swindon on October 22, 1913 (the second out- 
lines his complete programme) ; for urban estates sec his reply at the Treasury on October 
30 to a deputation of urban tenants and his speech at the Holloway Empire on November 
29 and for the application of his programme to Scotland his speech at Glasgow on Feb- 
ruary 4, 1914- 
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States had begun to absorb its agricultural produce.^ In the second 
place, if Lloyd George wanted to ally the farmer and the farm 
labourer he had a difficult problem to solve. He must find some 
means of identifying their interests. But the first thing which 
struck the farmer in Lloyd George’s scheme was the legal guaran- 
tee of a higher wage for his hands, and this was sufficient to throw 
him into the arms of the landlord. In the third place, Lloyd George 
might indeed win the support of a large section of the public — 
both of the working and the middle class — by denouncing the 
abuses of the landlords’ monopoly in the great cities: he had 
already brought the subject into prominence when he introduced 
his Budget of 1909. But the problems of urban and rural landed 
property were so different that it was not easy to combine their 
solution in a single scheme of reform. And finally, what was his 
aim? Was it in truth to repopulate the countryside by bringing 
the town labourers back to the land? A Utopia. As well attempt 
to turn back the course of a river.^ The utmost that could be 
hoped was to check the depopulation of the countryside. To suc- 
ceed, Lloyd George must win the agricultural labourers. But this 
dull and ignorant class, incapable of organizing except by fits and 
starts,® could not be relied upon to save itself or even to assist 

^ The yearly average price of wheat wliich had fallen to about 26 shillings a quarter 
during the period 1899-1901 then rose, not again to fall below 30 shillings during the 
years which followed 1907. It was above 43s. in July 1909, above 38s. in July 1912 (Com- 
merce and Industry. Tables and Statistics for the British Empire from ISIS edited by William 
Page, p. 217). For the fluctuations in the price of wheat see William Sutherland, Rural 
Regeneration in England. A Short Discussion of Some of the Outstanding Features of the Rural 
Land Question and of the Principal Proposals for Reform, 1913, pp. 13-16. 

■ 'Attached to both the old-estabhshcd political parties there is an army of open-air 
speakers and other so-called "workers”. ... It fell to my lot at that time’ (about 1914) 'to 
supervise the work of a group of them in London. ... It appeared that the smallholdings, 
the growth of cabbages and potatoes, and Wat Tyler’s Rebellion, figured prominently in 
their harangues. They were quite pained when I pointed out to them in the frankest pos- 
sible terms that the electors of industrial London were not likely to become endiusiastic 
supporters of any political party that had nothing more serviceable to offer.’ (Christopher 
Addison, Politics from Within, vol. i, pp. 31-2.) 

® See the remarks by the American, Price Collier (England and the English, 1909, Pop. 
Ed. 1911, p. 289), on the dullness which he finds incredible of the British rustic: ‘This 
appeals to the stranger, the American stranger at least, because he knows no such types 
among those of his own race at home. When he meets with stupidity and pohrical dis- 
ability, it is among the lower classes of foreigners, but here arc families who have lived 
side by side perhaps for centuries, the one in the squire’s house, the other in the labourer’s 
cottage, yet the difference between them mentally and politically is as great as was the 
difference between the southern planter and the hands in his cotton fields. . . . The English- 
man of this type is uneducated, inarticulate, inaudible and grotesquely awkward, both 
mentally and physically. But he has his small political value, for he is always and unalter- 
ably for no change 1 ’ With this quotation we may compare a description whose agreement 
with the former is the more striking because it comes from a very different source. It is an 
Enghsh Socialist who writes : ‘The Enghsh labourer is the worst used and the least bold 
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actively those who tried to save it. Let us even suppose the im- 
possible, that they joined their voices to the powerful chorus of 
discontent heard from the urban proletariat. The outcry of a class, 
scattered and constantly diminishing in numbers, would scarcely 
be audible above the syndicahst uproar. For it was here that the 
real problem lay and we must resume the history and define the 
character of the syndicahst revolt as it developed after a series of 
Labour triumphs had brought to an end the great campaign of 
strikes among the seamen, transport workers, railwaymen, and 
miners which had lasted almost a year from June 191 1 to May 1912. 


10 

Two social crises, two episodes of the class war, two great 
strikes obviously syndicahst and revolutionary filled the papers 
for a considerable time. Neither indeed took place in Great 
Britain. But it was a remarkable fact that both broke out in parts 
of the British Empire where everyone beheved racial animosity 
to be too intense to leave room for class hatred;^ and yet even 
there the class war raged. In South Africa there arose in opposition 
to a South African party in whose ranks the most prominent of 
the Boer leaders in the late war fraternized with their conquerors, 
a new ‘Labour party’ wliich mustered the workers without dis- 
tinction of race — ^Enghsh, Russian Jews, poor Boers from the 
country absorbed by the Rand proletariat — against the capitahst 
tyranny. But if the whole truth is to be told, the movement was 
inspired by stronger racial passions than it was willing to admit. 

peasant in Europe. ... It is futile to assert that the French peasant on his own land is poorer 
and works harder than the English agricultural labourer. Though the French peasant may 
be in the hands of moneylenders and though the Enghsh smallholder may be robbed by 
market salesmen and railway companies, each possesses a dignity, a ghmpse of freedom 
unvisioned by the agricultural labourer.’ (F. E. Green, The Tyranny of the Countryside, 
1913, p. 253O 

^ Tom Mann, Memoirs, 1915, p. 321; ‘Early in 1914 ... I was sent to South Africa to 
endeavour to weld the working classes together, and was enthusiastically received by the 
miners, the railwaymen, and others. To my pleasurable surprise the foremost contingent 
in a procession of 10,000 people who met me at Johannesburg Station, was a couple of 
hundred young Dutchmen, with their trade union banner. This was a great advance on 
anything I had seen when in the same district in 1910. At that date, very few of the Dutch 
Afrikanders were working in the nunes, and tho.se few would have no truck with the 
Britishers. In the interval between my two visits, economic pressure and fraternization 
had brought the young Dutchmen into the industrial field, and they had learned the neces- 
sity for industrial reorganization. 
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The South African labour agitation was no clearer as to its charac- 
ter and aims than the agitation in England five or six years before 
against the employment of Chinese labour in the Rand mines. 
The workers of the South African Labour party were protesting 
against the competition of native labour, and the party’s real name 
should have been not the Labour but the White Labour party. 
Nevertheless this did not alter the fact that two parties faced 
each other, in each of which representatives of the two white 
races, the Enghsh and Boer, worked side by side, and the strength 
of the new Labour movement was suddenly revealed in the 
summer of 1913 when a mining company attempted to increase 
the hours of work and its employees rephed by a strike which 
quickly became a general strike of all the miners. There were 
enough Russian Jews on the Rand to spread in this favourable 
environment the current doctrines of European revolution. And 
the disturbance assumed such serious proportions that troops had 
to be sent to Johannesburg. On July 4 shooting took place, nine- 
teen persons were killed, and a hundred wounded. In reply, the 
offices of an important paper and the railway station were sacked, 
and the central electric power station seized by the rioters so that 
when night fell disorder reigned in a city totally deprived of light.^ 
A truce followed but in the following January the civil war broke 
out anew. The South African railways were owned by the State. 
The Government attempted to reduce the staff of railwaymen, 
and the latter declared a general strike. The Government took 
vigorous action, arrested the leaders before they had time 
to concert measures with the Federation of Trade Unions, 
and when the Federation declared a general strike of all the 
unions, took the necessary steps to break it. But the situation 
remained uncertain. Not only did the new Labour party 
win a majority of seats on the Transvaal Provincial Council, 
but at the same time a Boer stalwart named Hertzog, uniting 
Nationahst propaganda with the Socialist propaganda of the 
Labour party, accused the two leaders of the South African 
party, Botha and Smuts, of betraying their race and selling 
themselves to British capitaUsm. Nine South African trade 
unionists deported by Smuts without trial received an enthusi- 
astic welcome in London and no less enthusiastic was the 

^ For the Rand Strike sec the excellent accounts in the Round Table, September 1913, 
No. 12, vol. iii, pp. 750 sqq.; December 1913, vol. iv, No. 13, pp. 170 sqq. 
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welcome Tom Mann received from the South African 
workers when he returned in June.^ 

At England’s very door Ireland presented the same spectacle. It 
was at Belfast in 1907 that there occurred for the first time one of 
those great revolutionary strikes of which England would be the 
theatre a few years later. A strike of a Umited number of men was 
followed by a sympathetic strike of other workers. The employers 
rephed by a lock-out which threw still more men out of work 
and this in turn was followed by a general strike of all the workers 
of the city. For an entire month the work of the port was at a/ 
complete standstill; 10,000 soldiers policed Belfast, men were! 
killed and wounded. These disturbances made practically no im-^ 
pression in England. Disorder was chronic in Ireland. Moreover, 
the movement failed. The Cathohe and Protestant workers were 
divided too deeply to remain long united in a common pro* 
gramme of Socialist action.^ But the Belfast disturbances pro* 
duced a man who during the next few years would be the great 
leader of Irish trade unionism. James Larkin, known to the Irish 
crowds, more famiharly as the local secretary of the dockers’ 
union, was a fanatic of irreproachable morals^ who fascinated the 
strikers of Belfast by his eloquence and strange appearance. He 
wore long black hair, a heavy drooping moustache, a large, 
broad-brimmed black hat, and a kind of black toga. After the 
conclusion of the Belfast strike he broke with the British dockers’ 
union and founded an Irish Transport Workers’ Union. At the 
same time he entered into relations widi the thinker who provi- 
ded him with a creed— James ConnoUy, who in 1 896 had attemp- 
ted to found an Irish SociaUst Republican party had since gone to 
America, where, as we have already said, he learned the doctrines 
of syndicahsm from the Industrial Workers of the World. SettUng 

^ The South African Strike {Round Tahle^ March 1914, No. 14, vol. iv, pp. 231 sqq.). 
An interesting measure in the history of strike legislation is an Act passed in iQilby tne 
South African Parliament {Railway and Harbours Service Act, 1912) which provided that 
railway servants who went on strike should be liable not only to dismissal with loss of 
their nght to promotion, but also to penalties not exceeding a fine of ^50 and six months’ 
imprisonment. But even in 1914 no attempt was made to enforce- it. 

* For the Belfast Strike see Lord Askwith, Industrial Problems and Disputes, pp. 115 sqq. 
Sec also the evidence, very incoherent however, given by J. Larkin before the Industrie 
Council {Inqmry into Industrial Agreements) Jvdy 30, 1912, Minutes of Evidence, pp. 243 sqq. 

^ He was, it is true, at the beginning of his career as a trade unionist sentenced to twelve 
months’ imprisonment for misappropriation of funds. But the witness who made this 
statement in 1916 before the Royal Commission on the Rebellion in Ireland {Report 1916 , 
Q. 1657) adds that he was released by Lord Aberdeen at the end of the three months and 
that ‘from that moment dates the influence exercised by Larkin upon Irish administration’. 

474 



THE SYNDICALIST REVOLT 


in Dublin, Larkin and Connolly worked together to bring into 
the Transport Workers’ Union all the men, particularly the un- 
skilled labourers, who were unwilling or unable to join the exist- 
ing unions, and thus to found in Ireland the one big union by 
whose instrumentahty in the United States the Industrial Workers 
of the World hoped one day to achieve their revolution. They 
pubhshed their paper, the Irish Worker, a weekly which soon 
possessed a circulation of 15,000. Their headquarters, was Liberty 
Hall, from which they issued their marching orders. Their plan of 
campaign, intended to gain immediate successes, and at the same 
time to impress pubhc opinion and make recruits, was to launch 
a succession of sudden strikes, every time forcing the employers 
to yield the more speedily as they were taken tlie more completely 
by surprise. 

On August 25, 1913, Larkin having brought the fury of the 
bourgeoisie to a climax by provoking a strike of the Dublin tram- 
ways was arrested with four other leaders on a charge of ‘criminal 
conspiracy’. He was indeed immediately released witli a caution, 
but his arrest nevertheless gave rise to riots brutally repressed by 
the police and troops (one person was killed) in the course of 
wliich he was again arrested. Then the DubHn employers decided 
to meet the attack by a counter-attack. While professing their 
respect for the legitimate forms of trade unionism they refused 
to keep in their employment any member of the Irish Transport 
Workers’ Union since its aims were revolutionary and its methods 
made regular work in Dublin impossible. To the amazement of 
the British public at a juncture when the question of Home Rule 
had reached a crisis Unionists and Nationahsts combined against 
Larkin’s agitation. The leader of the Opposition was Murphy, a 
wealthy capitalist, chairman of a tramway company, and director 
of an important Nationahst organ, the Irish Independent, Both in 
Ireland and in South Africa Sociahsm seemed to be outstripping 
Nationahsm. 

The struggle lasted four months, months of pauperisation and 
disorder.^ Larkin was sentenced to seven months’ imprisonment, 
on the charge not of conspiracy for which the penalty was more 
severe but simply of seditious language, then hberated for fear of 

^ For the Dublin Strike see G. D. H. Cole, A Short History of the British Working Class 
Movement 1789 - 1927 , pp. 103 sqq.; ‘Larkinism, The New Force in Ireland’ (New States- 
man, September 13, 1913, p. 711); and T. M. Kettle ‘The Agony of Dublin* (Irish Review, 
November 1913. Vol. iii, pp. 441 sqq.). 
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an insurrection of the working class, not only in Ireland but per- 
haps in Great Britain as well. For Larkin, monarch of the Dublin 
proletariat, crossed St. George’s Channel and entering into rela- 
tions with the Enghsh syndicahsts attempted to rouse the ParHa- 
mentary Committee of the Trades Union Congress from its 
slumbers and bring about the declaration of a general strike in 
England in aid of the Irish general strike or, if that were im- 
possible, at least a refusal by the British transport workers and 
railwaymen to handle goods coming from Ireland. With what 
success ? He was warmly applauded at a number of pubhc meet- 
ings, and his influence provoked sporadic outbreaks of striking to 
several ports on the west coast of England. But he failed to per- 
suade the Congress to issue the orders he desired and the Irisp 
strike, after all attempts at arbitration had failed, came to an end 
at the beginning of January. There was good reason to think that 
four months conflict had done more to spread the syndicalist 
creed than the final defeat to discredit it. 


II 

All these manifestations which occupied pubUc attention were 
not, it must be recognized, in the true sense Enghsh. In the Rand 
the general strike was the work of a cosmopohtan proletariat, a 
seed plot for the ideas and passions of the Continental Revolution. 
In Dublin, Irish disorder gave the movement a distinctive colour. 
And in Great Britain two years before, where had the most violent 
disturbances occurred? In Celtic Wales and in Liverpool where 
there was a host of Irish workers. Wc must therefore be clear as 
to the nature of the obstacles which strictly Enghsh society, even 
when affected by this uprising of labour, opposed to its threat of 
anarchy. 

We have already seen how many strikes from 1910 onwards 
were anarchist in the sense that they were revolts of the working 
masses instigated by unofficial agitators against agreements pre- 
viously concluded between the employers and the union officials. 
To read the lamentations of the middle class one might beheve 
that the structure of ‘social peace’ based on reciprocal concessions 
freely accepted, hitherto the boast of British society, was a thing 
of the past. In reahty nothing could be more untrue. If the number 
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of strikes in breach of contract was increasing, the number of 
collective contracts was increasing even more rapidly. And these 
anarchist breaches of contract were often due to the fact that the 
original contract had been badly drawn, couched in ambiguous 
terms, or did not cover all the members of the union. Sir George 
Askwith, the official arbitrator at the Board of Trade, made it his 
business to see that each of these disputes resulted in the conclusion 
of a more satisfactory contract and therefore strengthened the 
operation in England of the system of collective bargaining and 
concihation boards at the very time when it was widely believed 
to be in jeopardy.^ And in this respect the pohcy of the Board of 
Trade would seem to have been successful. Such at any rate was 
the conclusion reached by the extensive inquiry conducted by the 
Industrial Council of which we have spoken above.^ According to 
an official report, at the end of 1911 293 Conciliation Boards had 
been set up under the Conciliation Act of 1896. A year later there 
were 297 and at the end of 1913 325.® On these figures, discourag- 
ing from his point of view, a young syndicahst commented bit- 
terly: ‘There is a good deaf, he wrote, ‘to be said for the view 
that we have too much concihation, and that a big increase in the 
number of strikes would do us no harm.'^ 

Moreover, the syndicahst doctrine was opposed to the regula- 
tion of industry by the State. State interference with the unions 
was acceptable only if confined to a unilateral guarantee of advan- 
tages to the working class. There was no objection to the Acts 
estabhshing an eight-hour day and a minimum wage in the 
mining industry, and the latter was the direct result of an agitation 
conducted by the unions. But what had syndicalism to say of 
the National Insurance Act which compeUed the workers to con- 
tribute? At that very time a French law dealing with old age 
pensions and based like the British on the model of Bismarck’s 
legislation was defeated by the obstinate resistance of both classes 
directly affected — the employers and the workmen — assisted by 
the hostihty of the judges. Would not the same thing happen in 
England and must not the Government expect very strong oppo- 

^ Lord Askwith, Industrial Problems and Disputes, p. 129. 

^ The Industrial Council, Report on Inquiry into Industrial Agreements, 1913, p. 4. 

* Conciliation (Trade Disputes) Act, 1896 . Ninth Report by the Board of Trade of proceedings 
under the Conciliation (Trade Disputes) Act, 1896 , 1912, p. ii. Tenth Report, 1913, p. 13. 
Eleventh Report, 1914, p. 10. 

* G. D. H. Cole, The World of Labour, 1913, p. 316. 
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sition to a measure which if duly put into operation would take 
fourpence a week from the pockets of 14,000,000 wage earners 
and sums varying from £1,000 to £10,000 from the pockets of 
employers? It had the pleasant surprise of finding the opposition 
less than it had anticipated. Why? No doubt it was partly due to 
the zeal and skill displayed by the talented officials Lloyd George 
had selected to help him in applying the Statute, but chiefly to the 
almost universal docihty shown by all classes of the population. 
There were indeed some attempts at ‘passive resistance* by sm^ 
employers, but the example of scrupulous obedience given by tl^e 
heads of the great firms was soon followed. The principle 6f 
workmen’s contributions was naturally unpopular with the 
masses, and their ill humour on this account explains, at least i4 
part, several defeats of Liberal candidates at by-elections after 
1912. But though the Labour party and the Trades Union Con- 
gress protested against contribution by the workers neither ad- 
vised them to disobey the law and employees everywhere, if they 
did it with a grumble, paid their weekly contribution. 

The payment of contributions began on July 15, 1912. By 
October 15,250,000 wage earners were paying their contribu- 
tions,^ a proof that the law was being fully carried out. On 
January 15, 1913, the day arrived when drugs and medical treat- 
ment were given for the first time to those entitled to them by 
the Act. This involved the active co-operation of the doctors, 
and the medical profession, which constituted a species of bour- 
geois trade union, was in revolt against the National Insurance 
Act. But Lloyd George had made concessions wliich satisfied the 
majority of doctors, particularly country districts and in January 
1913 the British Medical Association, while continuing to protest 
in principle against a measure ‘which touched upon the honour 
of the profession and was harmful to the public interest’, decUned 
to strike against it. Meanwhile the system of insurance against 
unemployment was working with the utmost smootliness. Since 

^ Lloyd George’s speech at the Hotel Cecil, October 12, 1912. In 1913, 3,600,000 persons 
received sickness benefit; 44,000 the special treatment provided by the Act for tuberculosis. 
The total cost of benefit per week was £283,600 — that is to say, for the entire year 1913, 
£14,224,500. (National Insurance Beneft, Return to an Order of the Honourable the House of 
Commons dated 1 July, 1914 , for Return showing approximately: a. The Number of Insured 
Persons who received each week J, Medical Benefit, 2 , Sickness Benefit, 3 , Maternity Benefit, 
b. The Average Weekly Cost of such Benefit, c. The Aggregate Cost of each Benefit per Person, 
ending 11 th day of January 1914 and d. The Number of insured Persons who have received one 
or more of these Benefits in the period ending the 11 th day of January, 1914 ). 
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the boom continued more money was being collected than spent: 
when the next slump arrived, and it was scarcely to be expected 
for the next two or three years, there would be an ample reserve 
with which to face it.^ We may add that by providing for the 
treatment of consumptives and setting up new institutions called 
schools for mothers, State aid increased every year with the most 
beneficial effects on pubhc health.^ But beneficial or not these 
undertakings were so many triumphs of State action. 

Would these victories of State intervention check the growth 
of the friendly societies and trade unions ? On the contrary. The 
State invited both to help in administering the Insurance Act. The 
passing and enforcement of the Act fostered both. The friendly 
societies, so powerful already, increased their membership. And 
it was the same with the trade unions. At the end of 1910 the 
membership of the unions in the United Kingdom was a little less 
than 2,500,000, at the end of 1911 it was a Uttle above 3,000,000, 
an increase which was no doubt due to the syndicalist propaganda. 
But in 1913 the number of members almost attained 4,000,000 
and in this case it is not easy to say how far the increase was due 
to the progress of revolutionary syndicalism, how far to the desire 
of a large number of workers to share in administering the 
National Insurance Act through a union. We are driven to the 
paradoxical conclusion that during those very years in which revo- 
lutionary syndicalism was so vocal, co-operation between the 
trade unions and the Government became closer than before. 


12 

A little book had been published in 1906 entided The Restora- 
tion of the Gild System whose author, Arthur J. Penty, does not 
appear to have been influenced by Continental syndicaHsm. In- 
deed the term syndicalism is absent from his book. He was a 

^ Unemployment Insurance. First Report on the proceedin^is of the Board of Trade under Part II 
of the National Insurance Act, 1911, with Appendices, 1913 (by W. H. Beveridge). 

* For these new developments see Christopher Addison, Politics from Within, 1911-18, 
1924, vol. i, p. 29. Two Statutes were passed amending tlie National Insurance Act of 1911. 
I, 3 ’& 4 Geo. V, Cap. 37: An Act to amend Parts I and 111 of the National Insurance Act, 
I9II {National Insurance Act 1913). 2, 4 & 5 Geo. V. Cap. 57: An Act to amend Part II of 
the National Insurance Act {National Insurance Act [Part II Amendment] Act, 1914). But 
neither the first of these wliich increased the sickness benefit nor the second which modi- 
fied in certain details the machmery ‘of the unemployment insurance represented any 
change of principle. 
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disciple of Ruskin and William Morris. The enemy whose mis- 
deeds he denounces is ‘collectivism’, by which he 'means more 
particularly that administrative socialism of which the Webbs 
were the protagonists. According to him the evil which afflicts 
modem society is not competition, which would be an excellent 
thing if it meant a rivalry in putting goods of better quahty on 
the market, but commerciahsm whose object is to increase the 
producers’ profit by putting on the market as large a number as 
possible of manufactured articles and thus supplying the largest 
possible number of consumers at a cheap price. To save the com - 
munity, therefore, we must devise an industrial system which 
would substitute the control of the artisan for the control of thq 
financier and a social structure in which the producers’ point of' 
view prevails over the consumers’. It would be in some respects 
a return to the system of the mediaeval guilds. It was a conservative 
Socialism, of restoration rather than revolution, but it agreed 
with syndicalism in its hostility to all political action and die 
supremacy of the bureaucratic State. When therefore about 1910 
syndicalism was imported from France and began to make dis- 
ciples the New Age, a pioneer weekly which defended the ideas 
of Penty and his group, perceived at once the advantage to be 
derived from the new labour creed. In its columns a new form of 
Sociahsm took shape called ‘Guild Socialism’. The compUcated 
plan was worked out of a society in which capitaUsm and profit 
would be ehminated but not by transforming all producers into 
wage slaves of the democratic State. They would be free servants 
of the guilds, independent corporations represented by a single 
co-operative assembly which would allot work and settle dis- 
putes. The democratic State, however, also had its place, perform- 
ing all the non-economic functions of society, political, miUtary, 
and judicial and also, according to some Guild Socialists, guaran- 
teeing the consumers as such against exploitation by a combina- 
tion of producers.^ The derivation of these ideas has been sought in 
the teaching of the German jurist Gierke, presented to the British 
pubhc by Maitland the great historian of law.^ Gierke refused to 

^ G. D. H. Cole, The World of Labour. A Discussion of the Present and Future of Trade 
Unionism, 1913. A. R, Orage, National Guilds. An Inquiry into the Wage System and the 
Way out, 1914. 

* Political Theories of the Middle Ages by Dr. Otto Gierke Professor of Law in the Univer- 
sity of Berlin. Translated with an Introduction by Frederic William Maitland, LL.D., 
D.C.L. Darwin Professor of the Laws of England m the University of Cambridge, 1900 . 
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attribute to the State an absolute sovereignty which made the 
rights of subordinate associations depend upon its sufferance. 
According to him society was composed not of individuals but 
of associations which were not obliged to justify their existence 
to an omnipotent and jealous state. The State was simply one 
association amongst others whose functions must be prescribed 
and hmited in relation to the latter. But there is no need to look 
to Germany for the origin of a point of view so essentially English. 
The Roman conception of sovereignty has never been popular 
in England. Did not this Guild Sociahsm simply restate in another 
form the liberal and anti-authoritarian doctrine of the division of 
powers which for two centuries the English had become accus- 
tomed to regard as the most essential feature of their political 
constitution?^ And did it not express in the form of a modified 
syndicalism that old spirit of self-government, of voluntary dis- 
cipline, of which the English had once been so proud and which 
was sdll strong enough to counterbalance alike the excesses of 
popular anarchy and the abuses of governmental authority? 


13 

Nevertheless, the British middle class did not recover from the 
alarm inspired by the labour troubles. Besides the events in South 
Africa and in Ireland and their repercussion in England other in- 
cidents attracted the attention of the Press. Another strike of the 
London dockers broke out in the summer of 1912 though it was 
a rash and ill-advised attempt which enabled the employers to 
avenge their defeat of the previous summer.^ In the autumn a 
hghtning strike of 6,000 raulwaymen broke out on one of the 
main lines in sympathy with a comrade’s dismissal for drunken- 
ness off duty. The Conservative Press called it the strike for the 
right to get drunk.® And finally there was the general lock-out 

^ Cf. Arthur J. Penty, The Restoration of the Gild System, pp. 70-1 : ‘As to the form which 
the government of the future will take, it is not improbable that the division of function 
between the Upper and the Lower Chambers will continue, with this difference that 
whereas the Lower Chamber would be elected by the people in their private capacity, 
the members of the Upper Chamber would be nominated by the Gilds . . . the principle 
of authority on a popular basis would be thereby established, while a balance of power be- 
tween the various interests in the State would be automatically maintained.* 

“ For a good account of this strike and its failure see Charles Watney and James A. 
Little, Industrial Warfare and the Aims and Claims of Capital and Labour, 1912, pp. 89 sqq. 

® G. D. H. Cole, A Short History of the British Working-Class Movement 1789 - 1927 , vol. 
iii, pp. 92-3 . G. W. Alcock.Fr/fy Years of Railway Trade Unionism, p. 459. 
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in the building trade proclaimed by the contractors in January 
1914 to put an end to a succession of minor irresponsible strikes 
and transformed in June into a national lock-out, which was still 
in progress on August ist. There were indeed no disputes com- 
parable in gravity to those which had marked the summer of 1911 
and the following winter. But the figures for 1913 showed a 
greater number of strikes than ever before and a larger number 
of men affected than at any time before 1911^; and a still more 
disquieting feature was the reorganization of the unions whic^ 
was being achieved in the background. England was not perha||>s 
on the brink of a revolution as understood on the Continent. 
British labour did not revolt against patriotism in the name of 
class loyalty nor did it seek to abolish the state or even capitalism.! 
But in the pursuit of more restricted objectives — recognition of the 
unions, increase of wages, reduction of hours it was making pre- 
parations by the employment of a new strategy to involve England 
in a class war on a scale in excess of anything previously witnessed. 

Imagine — to make our ideas clearer we will take a concrete 
instance — ^that on a railway the platelayers, the engine drivers, the 
firemen, the guards, the porters, the men employed in the clerical 
departments, and every other branch of the company’s service 
possess separate unions and that one of these separate unions find- 
ing itself unable to obtain its demands by friendly negotiation 
decide to strike. Not only will the men employed in other bran- 
ches be unwilling to join it, it may even be impossible for them to 
do so because they are bound by agreements made with the com- 
pany which have not yet expired. Therefore, instead of leaving 
the workers to form as many minor unions as they please — each 
confined to a special branch — and therefore unable to undertake 
more than futile skirmishes, in every industry all these unions 
must be amalgamated into a single union covering the entire 
industry and in a position to fight pitched battles with the em- 
ployers. This was the strategy advocated in France by the Coti~ 
federation Generale du Travail. In England it, appealed to many 
young trade unionists and was perhaps the most attractive feature 
of the French movement. These men did not call themselves 
‘revolutionary syndicalists’ but simply syndicalists, adopting the 

* 1,497 strikes; 516,037 workers directly affected; 688,925 workers directly or indirectly 
a&cted. (Strikes and Lock-Outs. Board of Trade [Department of Labour Statistics^ Report on 

p. X.) 
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French name without its adjective, or Industrial Unionists in 
opposition to the Craft Unionists, since they advocated unions 
embracing an entire industry not some special branch like the 
unions of the old style.^ 

There were legal obstacles to the amalgamation of several 
unions in a single body, for it was necessary to secure the consent 
of two-tliirds of their members.^ Many unions therefore unable 
to amalgamate were content with the looser bond of federation 
which, while preserving the financial independence of the uihons 
entering the federation, united them in a common front defensive 
or offensive against the employers. We have already seen how the 
foundation of the Federation of Transport Workers by Tom Mann 
in 1910 marked a turning-point in the liistory of trade unionism 
and paved the way for the syndicalist offensive of 1911. The 
Federation of British Miners, founded in 1888, did not embrace 
aU the miners, since it did not include Durham, Northumber- 
land, Cumberland, Wales or the South of England. Nevertheless, 
it possessed a numerical strength, a prestige and an organiza- 
tion which enabled it to conduct the general strike of 1912 on 
behalf of the entire body of miners. But trade unionism was not 
content with federation. It aimed at the constitution of large 
mihtant unions by amalgamating many small unions. In 1911 
and again in 1912 the Trades Union Congress declared in favour 
of this pohey of amalgamation. Already in May 1912 forty-seven 
unions with a total membership of 403 ,000 workers were attempt- 
ing to reduce their number to five by amalgamation.® In the case 
of the railwaymen this aim was achieved, or almost achieved, 
when in January 1913 J. H. Thomas succeeded in uniting in a 
single union, the National Union of Railwaymen, three out of 
the four unions of railway servants, the engine drivers alone 
refusing to join it. 


^ G. D. H. Cole and W. Mclior, The Greater Unionism. With special Reference to Mining, 
Building, Engineering and Shipbuilding, Transport and General Labour and to the position of the 
General Federation of Trade Unions, 1913. 

* 39 fle 40 Viet., Cap. 22: An Act to amend the Trade Union Act, 1871 (Trade Union Act, 
Amendment Act) 1876 , See. 12. 

® Ironmoulders and Ironfoundcrs : six unions with 30,000 members. Tailors and Gar- 
ment Workers: thirteen unions with 30,000 members. Iron and Steel Workers: eight 
unions with 53,000 members. Building Trades: seventeen unions with 180,000 members. 
Railway Workers: four unions with 110,000 members. (The Times, May 14, 19I2-) hi this 
as in every other sphere Germany provided a model. In Germany, where trade unionism 
was strongly organized, there were only a hundred unions as against more than 1,000 in 
England. 
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14 

The French unions were not content with advocating the 
amalgamation of all the workers in a particular industry into one 
mihtant force. They wanted to make all these federations in turn 
corps of a single army commanded by a single general staff. The 
Confederation Generate du Travail was the entire body of workers 
preparing a general strike not in particular industries but in all at 
the same time for the final and complete overthrow of capitahsm./ 
And, as we have seen, the American syndicaUsts dreamt of one bigl^ 
union mobihzing all the workers without exception for revolu- 
tionary action. In Dublin, Connolly and Larkin imitated this 
strategy. In England the trade unions were too sohdly organized 
for even the most visionary of revolutionaries to contemplate for 
a moment such a Utopia. But might it not be possible to make 
use, if not of the Trades Union Congress, at least of the General 
Federation of Trade Unions whose very name resembled that of 
the French Confederation by transforming it into a species of exe- 
cutive body with authority to draw up lists of claims and if the 
employers refused them to declare strikes? Certain syndicahsts 
entertained the idea.^ But if the Federation had flourished for the 
last year or two it was as an ‘approved society’ for the adminis- 
tration of the National Insurance Act. And if it attracted to its 
ranks many unskilled labourers who had not hitherto shown any 
desire to enter the unions affihated to the Congress, the attraction 
was not the hope of imminent revolution but its double function 
of collecting contributions and distributing sickness benefit. But 
at this point a project struck root in the minds of certain active 
Labour leaders, typically British in character though suggested 
by the formulas of French syndicaHsm, and destined soon to 
draw widespread attention. 

In November 1911 when the railwaymen, dissatisfied with the 
report of the Commission of Inquiry, were speaking of reopening 

^ Tom Mann 'Prepare for Action’ {The Industrial Syndicalist, vol. i, No. i, July 1910, fi. 
18). G. D. H. Cole and W. Mellor, The Greater Unionism 1913 , p. 18 : ‘The close touch now 
existing between the Unions of General Labour and the General Federation of Trade 
Unions is a hopeful sign and points the way to the realization of this central control. All 
the Unions must come into the General Federation, the T.U.C. must become its mouth- 
piece and the Parliamentary Committee must become a committee of the General 
Federation.' Cf. Articles by the same writers ‘The Sympathetic Strike. Labour’s New 
Weapon and the Way to use it* (Daily Herald, May 5, 1914). ‘The Real Solidarity of 
Labour’ (Daily Herald, June 23, 1914)- 
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the strike, the miners suggested to them a species of alhance, an 
agreement to strike in concert and achieve their respective aims 
at the same time. So long as the dispute continued, negotiations 
were carried on.^ But the railwaymen did not strike after all, and 
the miners fought alone. Two years later in October 1913 the 
miners at their annual congress at Scarborough did not get beyond 
vague suggestions of a general strike, but in December when a 
‘special congress’ of the trade unions met to discuss the help to be 
given to the Dublin strikers, the miners’ leader, Smillie, proposed 
on behalf of his union a formal aUiance of the miners, railwaymen, 
and transport workers for common action. These three bodies — 
the miners, railwaymen, and transport workers had been the 
three militant bodies in 1911 and 1912. Though they did not 
constitute a majority of the British proletariat, fbey were never- 
theless a most formidable host. They numbered more than 
2,000,000 workers, of whom 1,300,000 were union members. 
And since their work was of such a nature that if in obedience to 
the word of command they declared war on the employers, the 
whole of industry would be deprived of coal, and the entire 
country of food. As a weapon of intimidation a strike of these 
three bodies would be equivalent to a general strike. 

The suggestion was taken up instantly. The reasons for its 
success are plain. In the first place it enabled the masses to imitate 
the action taken in South Africa and above all in Ireland. And at 
the same time it satisfied the desire of certain leaders, more moder- 
ate in the sense that they were more methodical, to guide the 
agitation of the extremists into a practicable channel. The infec- 
tion of the Dublin strike had produced a number of sporadic 
strikes, costly and barren. Could not these be prevented by put- 
ting before the stalwarts the hope of a struggle on a grander scale 
and more decisive?^ Moreover, some of the railwaymen’s leaders, 

^ M. Alfassa. La Grei/e noire et Viuolution des syndicats en AngleterrCy p. 25. 

® To understand the views which prevailed among the officials of the Triple Alliance see 
J. Havelock Wilson’s reply to a revolutionary manifesto issued by J. Larkin. November 22, 
1913: ‘Over two years the Sailors’ and Firemen’s Union — i.c., the Dubhn branch — has 
been subject absolutely to the control of James Larkin, Wc have been involved contin- 
uously in disputes without any reference to or consultation of the governing body of our 
imion, and I have personally entered many protests against the way in which the business 
has been conducted’; also J. H. Thomas’ speech to a meeting of railwaymen on November 
23 : ‘Because of what the British trade union movement had done, and was prepared to do, 
in defence of the basic principle of combination, it was not to be assumed that the leaders 
in England were to be stampeded into a certam course of action. . . . While they insisted 
on the companies observing agreements, the men must observe the same code of honour* 
{The Times, November 24, 19I3)' 
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J. H. Thomas among them, even more prudent than the former, 
merely hoped that when the existing agreement expired it would 
be renewed on terms more acceptable to the workers if they hung 
over the directors’ heads the threat of a general strike of the three 
bodies. However that may be, sixty-one delegates representing 
300,000 railwaymen, 800,000 miners, and 250,000 transport 
workers met in London and appointed a Sub-Committee to 
draw up a scheme. It was submitted on June 4 to the governing 
bodies of the three groups for their examination. It proposed to 
set up a common Advisory Council for the three bodies with( 
authority to formulate their demands so that if they were not' 
accepted three strikes would be declared simultaneously. All 
agreements as to wages and conditions of labour were to be for 
short periods and to terminate on tlie same date so as to make a 
simultaneous strike possible. And in face of hostile action by the 
employers or Parliament the three bodies should be ready to take 
concerted measures. Tliis did not amount to a regular constitution 
in the strict sense of the term — it was merely a draft scheme for 
discussion by the three organizations. But the fact remained that 
the Triple Industrial Alliance, as it would soon be called, had been 
founded and that if on December i the railwaymen did not obtain 
from the Companies the concessions for which they were asking, 
the country was faced with the prospect of a strike of 2,000,000 
alhed workmen in a position to involve its entire industry in stag- 
nation and chaos. On July 17, 1914, Lloyd George, addressing an 
audience of city financiers and merchants, admitted the gravity of 
the threat which hung over the nation. He would have liked to 
express his confidence that the crisis would be overcome like so 
many others in the past. If however the insurrection of labour 
should unhappily coincide with the Irish rebelhon which as we 
shall see every one feared, ‘the situation will be the gravest with 
which any government has had to deal for centuries’. 

II THE FEMINIST REVOLT 

I 

We have given one explanation of the fact that five years after 
the Liberal victory of 1906 the British franchise had not yet been 
rendered fully democratic and there seemed Uttle prospect of the 
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reform in the near future. It was the indifference of the proletariat 
which did not seek in poUtical action the weapon it required 
to achieve its purposes. But this was not the only reason. The 
Liberal Cabinet found other obstacles in its path when it attemp- 
ted to carry a measure extending the franchise. Granted it had the 
boldness to introduce universal suffrage was it to be confined to 
one sex alone ? The restriction was already opposed by a sufficient 
number of Members of ParHament to obstruct any measure which 
ignored the political claims of women. Some of our readers may 
be surprised that among the problems which embarrassed the 
Liberal Government during the years immediately preceding 1914 
we attach such importance to the question of female suffrage. 
They have evidently forgotten the strange agitation carried on 
twenty years ago by EngHsh women to compel their enfranchise- 
ment. These women refused to regard as a genuine democracy a 
form of government which reserved to the male sex the double 
privilege of electing and being elected to Parliament. Against this 
masculine tyranny they organized a revolutionary agitation with- 
out parallel in any other European country. Therefore, while in 
the syndicalist movement something of French and Latin anar- 
chism invaded England, there sprang up a distinctive form of 
anarchy, specifically Enghsh. If however this suffragist movement, 
as it was termed, broke out suddenly at this juncture, the way had 
been paved by a long campaign for the emancipation of women. 
We must briefly relate its history and describe its character, since 
at tliis point it enters the main stream of British poUtical history. 

Why did women demand emancipation? And why in England 
more than in any other country? The philosophy of historical 
materialism, as formulated by Marx, suggests an answer plausible 
at first sight. CapitaUsm had flung a host of women and children 
into the new factories of northern England. Its motive was simply 
the accumulation of wealth. Women were more amenable to 
discipline and their labour was cheaper. Nevertheless, automatic- 
ally and unconsciously it was promoting their emancipation. It 
was breaking down the exclusive and rigid principles of the 
traditional patriarchalisni and enfranchising women, in as much 
as it took them from the domestic hearth and incorporated them 
in a wider group, wliich in the long run would prove less oppres- 
sive to its members when the machine had been placed at the 
service of the workers instead ofthe capitalists who exploited them. 
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Nevertheless, it is doubtful whether the industrial revolution 
and the factory system played the important part in the history of 
modem feminism which Marx ascribed to them. We must not 
imagine that these Enghsh girls, whom the official reports depict 
working long hours almost nakpd, mingled promiscuously with 
their male fellow workers in the hot and humid atmosphere of 
the cotton mills or in the darkness of the mines, were therefore 
at least emancipated from the control of their parents or husbands. 
To the latter they represented extra wages and only too often 
were compelled to take the hardest labour off the men’s shoulders. 
When women were forbidden by law to work in mines, whole 
families of miners emigrated in search of an industry where me 
labourer could make his wife and children wage earners. Wh^n 
the law was content with hmiting women’s hours of work tl\e 
male workers accepted the restriction only as the one lever they 
could employ to shorten their own hours. In either case the new 
legislation was possible at a period when the dominant Liberahsm 
was bitterly hostile to any legal regulation of adult labour, only 
because it was supported by a pubhc opinion which regarded the 
woman as physically and intellectually man’s inferior and entitled 
for that reason alone to the protection of the law which placed 
her in the same category as the cliild, treated her as a minor, and 
sought to bring her back from the factory to the home.^ In 1844 

^ H. of C., March 15, 1844, Lord Ashley’s speech: ‘The females not only perforin the 
labour but occupy the places of men; they are forming various clubs and associations and 
gradually acquiring all those privileges which arc held to be the proper portion of the 
male sex. . . . What is the ground on which the woman says that she will pay no attention 
to her duties, nor give the obedience which is owing to her husband ? Because on her de- 
volves the labour which ought to fall to his share.’ {Parliamentary Dehatc^^ 3rd Series, vol. 
Ixxiii, p. 1096). It has been pointed out that the proportion of women to men employed 
in the textile industry before the industrial revolution was the same as after it. Even if this 
IS the case, as a result of the enormously rapid growth of the industry the actual if not the 
relative number of women employed increased at a rate equally rapid. It has also been 
pointed out that the opponents of the factory system seriously exaggerated the number 
of married women employed in the Lancashire mills, that the miners sent only their 
daughters into the factory, and that in principle women left it on marriage. Possibly, 
but the mistake figured nevertheless among the arguments, by which the philanthropists 
persuaded Parhament, and moreover it was not only married women but young girls 
whom the middle-class Utopians wished to remove from the^factories. For the reservations 
we have just discussed sec Ivy Pinchbeck’s excellent book, Women Workers and the Indus- 
trial Revolution 1750-1850, 1930 — for British Factory legislation in so far as it affected 
women see Women under the Factory Acts, Part I, Position of the Employer. Part II, Position 
of the Employed by Nora Vynne and Helen Blackburn. With the assistance of H. W. Alla- 
son, M.A., Solicitor on certain Technical Points of Law 1903. For the effect of the legisla- 
tion on the number of women employed in industry and the nature of their work see A 
Study of the Factors which have operated in the Past and those which are operating now to deter- 
mine the distribution of Women in Industry. Presented by the Secretary of State for the Home 
Department by Command of His Majesty. December 1929, 1930. 
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Lord Brougham, arguing against the legal regulation of women’s 
work in factories, appealed to the principles of Liberal orthodoxy: 
‘Cannot a woman make a bargain? Cannot a woman look after 
her own interests ? Is not a woman a being capable of understand- 
ing those interests, of saying whether or not she has stamina and 
strength to work?’^ Thirty years later these arguments had by no 
means lost their power to convince British Members of Parlia- 
ment. During the ’seventies, at first under Gladstone’s Liberal 
Cabinet, then under the Conservative administration of Lord 
Bcaconsfield, the opposition of the orthodox Liberals prevented 
reinforcement of the legislation protecting the labour of women 
in factories and mines and its extension to domestic industries, 
and this successful opposition came from the pioneers of English 
‘fcniinism’^ who objected to a system of legal protection as degra- 
ding to their sex.^ The years passed by; we have reached the 
threshold of the twentieth century, the old Liberahsm is on its 
deathbed and the feminists have accepted SociaUsm of a more or 

^ H. of L , May 20, 1844 {Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Scries, vol. Ixxiv, p. 1315). 

* The term of course had not yet been invented. Lidced it is a curious fact that if the 
theory is older in England than on the Continent the name is of French origin, in current 
use since 1895. That year a * Revue Feniiniste* appeared for the first time in Paris (Mine 
Avril dc Saintc-Croix, Le Fdmitiisme 1907 , p. 137) and a Belgian quarterly already in exis- 
tence for three years, La Lij^tie, Organe bcl^e du Droit des Femmes devoted a final paragraph 
III each number to the ' Mouvemeut F^ministe\ In 1901 the New English Dictionary contains 
indeed the two words ‘Feminism’ and ‘Feinimst’ (the latter is labelled rare) but with 
meanings very different from those we attach to them. We have not come across the word 
in the columns of The Timw before 1908 {The Times, June 3, 1908) and then m connection 
with the feminist movement in France. As late as May 7, 1910 The Times uses the form 
‘Fcniininism’. 

® [Barbara Leigh Smith] A Brief Summary in plain Language of the most important Laws 
concerning IVomen together with a few Observations thereon, 1854 , p. 13; 'Philosophical 
thinkers have generally come to the conclusion that the tendency of progress is gradually 
to dispense with law — that is to say, as each individual man becomes unto himself a law, 
less external restraint is necessary and women, more than any other members of the corn- 
mum ty, suffer from over legislation.’ — Factory and Workshops Acts^ Commission. Report 0 
the Commissioners appointed to enquire into the working oj the Factory and Workshops Acts, with 
a view to their Consolidation and Amendment; together with the Minute^ of Evidence Appendix 
and Index, vol. i, Minutes of Evidence, pp. 337 sqq.: Resolutions passed at a meeting of 
women: 'That this meeting fully recognizing the hardsliips endured by many women 
engaged in laborious and unsuitable occupations is nevertheless of opinion that legislative 
enactments placing restrictions on their employment, though they in some instances 
apparently palliate, do not overcome the evils they intend to remedy, but rather tend to 
perpetuate them and it therefore advocates the entire removal of all existing restrictions.’ 
See Professor Fawcett’s speeches in the House of Commons, H ofC., May 6, June ii, 
June 23, 1874 (Pari. Deb., 3rd Ser., vol. ccxviii, pp. 1801-2; vol. ccxix, pp. 1421 sqq.; 
vol. ccxx, pp. 314 sqq). February 21, 1878 (ibid., vol. ccxxxviii, pp. 106 sqq., 115, 
124 sqq., 308, 311, 548, 596, 603, 610-11, 612). See also for this opposition of the 
pioneers of feminism to legislation regulating female labour Ray Strachey The Cause . . . 
1928 , pp. 234-6. Beatrice Potter ‘The Lords and the Sweating System’ (Nineteenth Century, 
June 1890, vol. xxvii, pp. 899). G. D. H. Cole, A Short History of the Biitish Working Class 
Movement 1189 - 1921 , vol. ii, pp. 126-7. 
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less Radical description. But ‘protests are still raised aainst any 
legislation which does not place men and women on a foomg of 
absolute equality, whether it is a question of restricting the labour 
of women in laundries and dressmaking,^ or making their em- 
ployment on the surface work of mines illegal as well as their 
employment in the mine itself. In 1908 John Bums attempted to 
carry the latter reform but was defeated by the opposition of 
women.- The history of British Factory Legislation therefore pre- 
sents an air of paradox. In the middle of the nineteenth century 
those who were seeking to regulate the conditions of male labour 
in the factories adopted a circuitous route and proposed the ref- 
lation of women’s labour alone. Now when the exploitation of 
women in certain branches of industry presented a spectacle too 
glaringly scandalous to be tolerated and the law was compelled 
to intervene, Parhament could protect the women only by pro- 
tecting at the same time the workers of both sexes, as was exem- 
plified by the Trade Boards Act of 1909. 


2 

The paradox however is a proof that feminism owed its birth 
to influences not directly connected with the industrial revolu- 
tion. The historian of feminism must not depict women driven 
against their will into the factories by the greed of manufacturers 
and then emancipated in their employers’ despite as a result of 
the common conditions wliich the factory system enforced on 
both sexes. The majority of trade unions contained no women, 
and where women were members, as in the cotton industry, they 
neither secured nor demanded access to the executive.^ There 
were no feminine trade unions, or if one or two had come into 
being their existence was artificial and precarious. Advanced ideas 
of eighteenth century enlightenment, the philosophy of the 
French revolution, the revival of these ideas and this philosophy 

^Jessie Bouchcrett, Helen Blackburn, and some Others, The Condition of Workiti}! 
li'omcn and the Factnry Acts, 1896, p. 50. 

^ Ibid., p. 53. Annie Kenney, Memories of a Militant, pp. 130 sqq. 

® H. of C., July 12, 1910, Winston Churchill’s speech: ‘The Amalgamated Association 
of Card-Room and Blowing-Room Operatives have a membership of 45,000. Of these 
35,200 are women and 9,800 men. The association has an executive of 10 members. Not a 
single woniaii had been elected at the time I refer to, to serve on the executive* (Parlianteti- 
tary Debates, Commons 1910, 5th Scries, vol. xix, p. 222). 
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in the great individualist and liberal movement which after 
years of stagnation marked tlie years around i860 — ^these are 
the sources from which was derived the impulse which 
drove women to claim equaUty with men in the factory and 
the office, in the Hberal professions and in pubhc hfe. The origin 
of the movement was intellectual not economic, bourgeois not 
proletarian. 

The first important legislative victory won by the champions of 
the emancipation of women was the passing in 1857 of the Matri- 
monial Causes Act, in the teeth of a bitter opposition from the 
Church of England of which Gladstone made himself the mouth- 
piece and thanks to Palmerston's support.^ According to the law 
as it existed previously not only was the married woman enslaved 
to her husband or rather, to use Blackstone’s words, ‘absorbed, 
incorporated’ into Ihs person, but it was in principle impossible 
for her to regain her freedom by divorce. The marriage bond 
could indeed be partially or completely broken in two ways. But 
neither of these amounted to divorce in the modern sense of the 
term. Both the partial and the complete rupture were determined 
by the Canon Law and were pronounced by the ecclesiastical 
courts. The former was divorce a mensa et toro (from bed and 
board), what we now call separation of person and property — 
though the separation of property was not as complete as one 
might have expected. The latter a divorce a vinculo matrimonii was 
a declaration of nullity. The marriage was not dissolved but 
declared after inquiry ‘null and void from the beginning’. For, as 
Blackstone explains ‘the canon law, which the common law 
follows in this case, deems so highly and with such mysterious 
reverence of the nuptial tic, that it will not allow it to be unloosed 
for any cause whatever, that comes after the union is made’.^ The 
rule admitted only one exception. It had been devised by hus- 
bands of the governing class, galled as they were by the fetters of 
a matrimonial code which if strictly apphed did not permit them 
to divorce even an unfaithful wife. The British Parliament made 
use of its sovereignty to override the prohibitions of Canon Law 
and by a ‘private’ Bill — that is to say, a measure apphcable only 

^20 & 21 Viet., Cap. 85: An Act to amend the Law relating to Divorce and Matri- 
monial Causes in England. To which must be added a Statute passed the following year 
(1858) : 21 & 22 Viet., Cap. io8 : An Act to amend the Act of the Twentieth and Twenty- 
first Victoria, Cap. Eighty-five. 

* I Comm., 441. 
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to the individual case — passed in due form by both Houses,^ 
declare a particular marriage dissolved and the parties free to re- 
marry. But the procedure was extremely costly. Only the very 
wealthy could obtain a Divorce Bill.* All this was altered by the 
Act of 1857. 

The Act transferred matrimonial causes from the Church 
Courts to a new civil court composed of the Lord Chancellor, 
one of the Chief Justices, and an ecclesiastical judge. This court 
would decide whether it should grant what the old canon law/ 
called divorce a mensa et toro and which would be called in futurel 
a judicial separation or what was now called simply divorce, noti 
a declaration of nulhty but the dissolution of the marriage bond 
for acts committed subsequent to marriage. In the case of the wife 
adultery would be a sufficient ground. In the case of the husband 
incest, rape, bigamy with a married woman, an uimatural offence, 
or adultery accompanied by cruelty or desertion was required. 
A clause which forbade a wife divorced for adultery to marry 
her lover was subsequently repealed. A wife who had obtained 
a judicial separation was placed for the first time in the position 
of a feme sole — that is to say, was given full enjoyment of her civil 
rights, the right to enter into contracts and bring civil actions, and 
a deserted wife might under certain circumstances be placed in 
the same position. 

The mere fact that the jurisdiction in ‘matrimonial causes’ was 
transferred from an ecclesiastical to a civil court possessed a 
momentous significance. It meant that marriage had lost that 
quality of semi-religious ‘mystery’ of wliich Blackstone spoke. 
In future it would be a mere civil contract. Could it then like 
other civil contracts be dissolved at the pleasure of the contracting 
parties ? Far from it. For in the first place it was only in a small 
number of cases strictly defined by law that the new judges could 
after due investigation dissolve the marriage contract and in the 
second place, the Act of 1857 did not place the two contracting 
parties on an equal footing; simple adultery which gave the hus- 

' In reality by tlic Lords alone. When the Bill was sent down to the House of Commons 
from the Upper House in which it had been first introduced it was regularly passed with- 
out debate. 

* The husband must take the following steps, i. He must bring a suit at the Assizes 
against his wife and her lover for what English law called 'criminal conversation’, 2. If he 
won his suit he must obtain a decree of separation from an ecclesiastical court. 3. The 
decree secured, he must obtain from the House of Lords the private Bill which would 
effectively set him free. 
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band the right to a divorce did not give it to the wife. The new 
legislation had, it is true, made divorce less aristocratic, for it 
had made it cheaper. It no longer cost ^200 and often far more 
to obtain as in the days when a private Bill was required. In future 
it would not cost more than ^60 at most, often ^40 or even ^£30 
and legal aid might be given to a poor suitor.^ But there was only 
one tribunal competent to grant divorces, and it was fixed in 
London. How enormously therefore the cost was increased when 
the suitor lived in a remote district and in addition to the ordinary 
costs must defray the expense of travel to London, and lodging 
there, not to speak of the cost of bringing up witnesses ! If divorce 
was no longer the exclusive privilege of the enormously wealthy, 
it was reserved for the rich and for the inhabitants of London and 
the home counties. 

We might therefore have expected that under the pressure of 
the same moral forces which had led to the Act of 1857 the legis- 
lation concerning divorce would have undergone important 
modifications during the next half century. In fact, hardly any 
alteration was made. In 1878 a husband’s aggravated assault upon 
his wife was declared a ground for judicial separation.^ But this 
was all. A lavish use of simple separations summarily pronounced 
by the Justices of the Peace was the expedient by which the un- 
altered rigour of the divorce law was rendered more tolerable. 
But it was an expedient which presented serious drawbacks. 
Countless homes among the poorer classes were legally broken 
up with no possibility of replacing them by new. A host of ille- 
gitimate unions was the inevitable result of a code which made 
divorce too difficult, particularly for the poor, and separation on 
the other hand perhaps too easy. Complaints were raised. A 
society was founded to secure a reform of the divorce law. It 
demanded and obtained — though not until 1909 — the appoint- 
ment of a Royal Commission of inquiry. The Commission held 
seventy-one sittings, fifty-six of which were devoted to taking 
evidence and 246 witnesses were heard. It unanimously reported 
in favour of making the grounds of divorce the same for the wife 
as for the husband and a large increase in the grounds of nullity. 

^ Royal Commission on Divorce and Matrimonial Causes^ February 25, 1910. Mr. Mus- 
grave’s evidence. (Minutes of Evidence, vol. i, pp. 10 sqq.), also John Galsworthy, A 
Commentary, pp. 243 sqq. 

* 41 Vict., Cap. 19; An Act to amend the Matrimonial Causes Act. (Matrimonial Causes 
Act, 1878.) 
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With equal unanimity it recommended that the high court should 
be empowered to appoint deputies to bring divorce within the 
reach of the poor in every part of the country, and that restric- 
tions should be placed upon the pubUcity of proceedings and their 
pubhcation in the Press. The majority further recommended that 
the grounds for divorce should be eiJarged, and besides adultery 
should include prolonged desertion, cruelty, madness, habitual 
drunkenness, and imprisonment for Ufe in commutation of a death 
sentence.^ But neither the Government nor Parhament had time 
to take these proposals into consideration. The British divorce law 
remained what it was when the twentieth century opened. The 
movement for the emancipation of women followed other paths. 


3 

To facihtatc the dissolution of the marriage bond was to eman- 
cipate the woman in as much as it made it easier for her to escape 
from a union in which she played the part of prisoner or slave. 
But could not her freedom also be secured by improving her 
legal position in marriage itself? To give effect to the principle 
that the husband and wife are legally a single person and the per- 
sonality of the woman incorporated into her husband’s, English 
common law almost wholly denied a married woman the right 
to hold property. Her personal estate became the husband’s pro- 
perty by the fact of marriage. And even over her real estate he 
possessed a large number of rights and he enjoyed an unrestricted 
right to the income derived from it. If injured by a third party 
the wife could bring an action only with her husband’s consent 
and in his name as well as her own. In the latter half of the nine- 
teenth century such provisions necessarily seemed anomalous. 
They had in fact survived so long only because a number of 
expedients had effected a compromise betweerT the rigour of the 
law and the demands of real life. The father who shrank from sur- 
rendering his daughter’s fortune — his own after all — ^to the caprice 
of a son-in-law could make in her favour what the EngHsh law 
called a settlement, drawn up according to die rules of ‘equity’ to 

^ Royal Commission on Divorce and Matrimonial Causes Report, November 2, 1912, 
Minutes of Evidence, 3 voli. and Appendices 1912. 
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correct the ‘common law’.^ Nevertheless, since the system had 
been devised not so much to protect the wife as her patrimony it 
involved a host of complications which did not make for her 
pecuniary independence. And even so it was expensive and out 
of the reach of people of small means. When the latter by the 
pressure they exercised upon the wealthy classes obtained succes- 
sive and considerable extensions of the franchise, how could Par- 
liament avoid taking action to give poorer women something 
analogous to what the jurisprudence of equity had secured for 
their wealthier sisters? 

It was in fact a reform which the champions of the emancipa- 
tion of women had pressed upon Parhament even before the 
Matrimonial Causes Act was passed in 1857. The passing of that 
Act proved at first detrimental to their cause. What reason was 
there to commiserate the lot of the married woman when, if her 
case really deserved pity, it had been made easier for her to obtain 
her freedom? Nevertheless, the anomaly remained flagrant and 
too obviously out of harmony with the ethics of the period. The 
consumers’ co-operative societies, it was noticed, paid their divi- 
dends to married women of the working class as if they were the 
private property of the latter and the pubHc opinion of the prole- 
tariat accepted a practice which had no legal justification. Custom 
also allowed a married woman to conduct a business as if, in 
spite of her marriage, she possessed an independent juridical per- 
sonahty. If she became bankrupt were not her creditors defrauded 
by a law which declared her financially irresponsible unless it 
could be proved that she had been her husband’s ‘agent* acting 
under his orders?^ A succession of Married Women’s Property 
Acts were passed which within a few years profoundly trans- 
formed English law. 

An Act passed in 1870,® and completed by an Act passed four 
years later^ gave a married woman a right of property in any 

' The courts of equity could even compel the husband if he claimed a property in his 
wife’s name to settle part of it on her, provided the property in question was not worth 
less than £200. (B. L. Smith, Brief Summary, p. 6.) 

® For the problem to be solved see the interesting debates in both Houses during the 
session of 1869; H. of C., April 14, July 21, 1869, H. of L., July 30, 1869 (Parliamentary 
Debates, 3rd Series, vol. cxcv, pp. 760 sqq., vol. cxcviii, pp. 402 sqq., 979). 

* 33 & 34 Viet., Cap. 93 : An Act to amend the law relating to the Property of Married 
Women (Married Women* s Property Act, 1870). 

* 37 & 38 Viet., Cap. 50: An Act to amend the Married Women’s Property Act, 1870 
(Married Women* s Property Act [1870] Amendment Act, 1874). The Scottish law was re- 
formed on similar lines by two Statutes 40 6c 41 Viet., Cap. 29 : An Act for the Protection 
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personal gain made since marriage, investments made with the 
produce of her work, and all bequests. In respect of the property 
thus declared her separate estate she could take legal action in her 
own name. The Act of 1882^ was at once a Statute of consoHda- 
tion which united in a single measure the two Acts of 1870 and 
1874, and a new measure which extended the apphcation of the 
principles laid down by the Act of 1870. The latter Statute had 
been in fact that remnant of a far more radical Bill passed by the 
Commons but mutilated by the Lords. Twelve years later, th^ 
House of Lords passed without debate a Statute wliich enactea 
that the entire property of a married woman, both that which she\ 
possessed at the time of marriage and that which she obtained ' 
from any source after marriage, should be as much her property 
as if it had been settled upon her. Her hberty was restricted on one 
point alone, and the restriction was in her own interest. Settle- 
ments were respected by the new Act and those who made them 
were entitled to protect a married woman against her own weak- 
ness and make it impossible for her to alienate under pressure from 
her husband the capital settled upon her. This fundamental 
Statute of 1882 has been completed in more or less important 
respects by four Statutes, passed respectively in 1884,^ 1893,® 
1907^ and 1908.® But by 1882 a legal development may be regar- 
ded as in its main features complete which for speed is probably 
unequalled outside periods of violent revolution. Before 1870 a 
married woman in England, in the poorer classes at least, was 
subject to a legal tutelage of almost iron rigour. Twelve years 
later separate property had become the normal condition of mar- 
ried people and a wife enjoyed a freedom unknown in any other 
country. In this respect English law amazed, we might almost say, 
shocked the jurists of the Continent.® 

of the Property of Married Women in Scotland {Married Women* s Property [Scotland] Act, 
1877) and 44 & 45 Viet., Cap. 21: An Act for the Amendment of the Law regarding 
Property of Marncd Women in Scotland {Married Womens Property [Scotland] Act, 1881). 

^45 & 46 Viet., Cap. 75; An Act to consolidate and amend the Acts relating to the 
Property of Married Women {Married Women’s Property Act, 1882). 

* 47 Viet., Cap. 14: An Act to amend the sixteenth section of the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882 {Married Women’s Property Act, 1884). 

® 56 & 57 Viet., Cap. 63 : An Act to amend the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882 
{Married Women s Property Act, 1893). 

* 7 Edw. 7, Cap. 18: An Act to amend the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882 
(Married Women’s Property Act, 1907). 

® 8 Edw. 7, Cap. 27 : An Act to render Married Women with a separate Estate liable for 
the support of their Parents {Married Women’s Property Act, 1908). 

* For this legislation see Emile Boutmy, Essai d’une Psychologic politique du Peuple, 
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The English matrimonial code underwent further modifica- 
tions during the half century which preceded the Great War. The 
wife’s refusal to return to her home was no longer regarded as an 
offence punishable with imprisonment,^ and the law deprived 
the husband of his right to confine a wife who refused to hve with 
him.^ The husband was no longer permitted to deprive his wife 
by testament of the guardianship of her children.® The procedure 
by which a deserted wife could obtain alimony was made easier.^ 
And we may mention in passing the permission at last granted 
in 1907 to marry a deceased wife’s sister.® What is extraordinary 
is the survival to that late date of the old prohibition of canon law 
and the opposition to the reform organized by the AngHcan High 
Church party under the leadership of Lord Sahsbury’s two sons, 
Lord Robert and Lord Hugh Cecil. It is of greater interest to 
notice that the Labour members introduced into the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act an amendment providing that an increase of 

E elision might be claimed for support of illegitimate cliildren 
y their maternal parents or grandparents as though the relation- 
ship in question arose out of a lawful marriage.® Thus proletarian 
morals demanded a sort of indirect legaUzation of the free union. 

(tn^kts au XIXe skile 1901 , pp. 311-2. A. V. Diccy, Lectures on the Relation between Law 
and Public Opinion in England during the nineteenth century, 1905, pp. 369 sqq. Ray Strachey, 
The Cause: A short History of the Women* s Movement tn Great Britain, 1928, pp. 73, 76, 272 
sqq. The feminists however were not satisfied. They demanded that part of the husband’s 
income should be regarded as belonging to the wife as a wage for the work she performed 
in the home. See the eighth of the nine Bills drafted by Lady Maclaren under the common 
title of ‘The Women’s Charter’ and introduced in the House of Commons by Sir Charles 
Maclaren on March 14, 1910. 

^47 & 48 Viet , Cap. 68 : An Act to amend the Matrimonial Causes Acts {Matrimonial 
Causes Act, 1884). 

* High Court of Justice Queen’s Bench Division: ex parte Emily Jackson for a suit of 
Habeas Corpus, March 16, 1891. Supreme Court of Judicature. Court of Appeal. The 
same suit, March 17, 19, 1891. 

■ 49 & 50 Viet., Cap. 27: An Act to amend the Law relating to the Guardianship and 
Custody of Infants {Guardianship and Custody of Infants Act, 1886). 

* 49 & 50 Viet., Cap. 52: An Act to amend the Law relating to the Maintenance of 
Married Women who shall have been deserted by their Husbands {Married Women Matrix 
tenance in case of Desertion Act, 1886). The Act was repealed in 1895 and its very brief pro- 
visions Wicre incorporated into a more complete Act: 58 & 59 Vict., Cap. 39: An Act to 
amend the Law relating to the Summary Jurisdiction of Magistrates in reference to Mar- 
ried Women. {Summary Jurisdiction [Married Women] Act, 1895). 

® 7 Edw. 7, Cap. 47: An Act to amend the Law relating to Marriage with a Deceased 
Wife’s Sister {Deceased Wife's Sister Marriage Act, 1907). 

• 6 Edw. 7, Cap. 58: Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, Section 13. In 1911 Keir 
Hardie attempted by an amendment to the National Insurance Bill to give the unmarried 
mother an equal right with a married woman to receive Maternity as well as Sickness 
Benefit. But the Government did not accept his amendment which after a lively debate 
was rejected by 207 to 95 votes. (H. of C., July 17, 1911 ; Parliamentary Debates, Commons 
1911, 5th Series, vol. xxviii, p. 806.) 
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But at the same time the insurgent women were turning their 
efforts in another direction and conducting a campaign pecuhar, 
if not to England, at least to the Anglo-Saxon world. European 
sex morahty rests on the complementary pillars of marriage and 
prostitution. The latter was the field on which the defenders of 
women's right won a briUiant victory. 


4 

The Napoleonic system in France made prostitution a profes-\ 
sion, dishonourable, no doubt, but sanctioned and regulated by » 
law. It expressed the attitude of a soldier who, since he condemned 
a vast number of young men to compulsory celibacy and there- 
fore to irregular forms of sexual union, deemed it his duty both 
to them and to the country to protect them against the danger of 
venereal disease. The innovation was calculated to appeal to sol- 
diers of other nations. About i860 the British high command 
introduced in India for the use of the soldiers the system of regu- 
lated prostitution. Measures entitled Contagious Diseases Acts 
were passed in 1864, 1866, 1868, and 1869 empowering the police 
in certain urban centres to classify women on the denunciation 
of their agents as common prostitutes, liable to imprisonment if 
they refused to submit to a periodical medical examination, and 
the system spread rapidly in the seaports and garrison towns. 

Public opinion rose in revolt. It was not a question of aboHsh- 
ing a long-established institution wliich had become an abuse 
because it was antiquated, but of protecting England against a 
foreign importation, an ‘infection’ from the Continent and, what 
was worse, Napoleonic and French. And had the system of legal- 
ized prostitution really reduced venereal disease? On this point 
statistics were uncertain and susceptible of conflicting interpreta- 
tion. Too uncertain in any case, contended the opponents of the 
Contagious Diseases Acts, to justify condemning a woman on 
the mere denunciation of a poheeman to be for the rest of her Hfe 
a species of slave and pariah. And assuredly too uncertain to war- 
rant the introduction of this servitude into a country whose proud 
boast it was that for the past two centuries it had been the prota- 
gonist of freedom. The movement was led by a woman of the 
middle class, the wife of a man who occupied an important place 
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in the scholastic profession, the admirable Josephine Butler.^ A 
ministerial candidate, shortly before Governor of Malta, where 
he had introduced the system of licensed houses, stood for Col- 
chester. Josephine Butler and an entire group of women fired by 
her enthusiasm conducted a campaign against him. They braved 
the ordeal of public discussions, open-air meetings, abuse and 
violence from the mob, and they' won the victory. A Royal 
Commission was appointed to examine the question and after an 
inquiry, in the course of which John Stuart Mill gave evidence, 
reported in favour of abolishing licensed prostitution and raising 
the age of consent from twelve to fourteen.^ But it required 
twelve years’ propaganda, religious preaching one is tempted to 
call it rather than political agitation, before the Government, act- 
ing on a resolution of the House of Commons,® suspended the 
operation of the Contagious Diseases Acts, and it was not until 
three years later that they were formally repealed. As regards the 
Commission’s other recommendation that the age of consent 
should be raised, it was again Josephine Butler who led the way. 
She passed her cause on to the great journalist, a blend of crusader 
and charlatan, W. T. Stead. He was converted and a sensational 
campaign in the Press, not devoid of scandal, led in a few months 
to the passing of the Criminal Law Amendment Act of 1885, 
which raised the age of consent not to fourteen but sixteen, made 
procuration a crime, and an attempt to violate a girl under thir- 
teen punishable by flogging or penal servitude.^ The adoption of 
these measures, reinforced by further legislation passed from time 
to time until the eve of the War,® was not simply a victory for the 
women who were their passive beneficiaries. It was a victory for 

^ For this campaign see Josephine Butler, Att Autobiographical Memoir. Edited by G. M. 
and L. A. Johnson, 1909, 3rd Edition, revised and enlarged 1928 ; also an excellent chapter in 
Ray Strachey The Cause, 1928, pp. 187 sqq. 

^ Report of Royal Commission upon the Administration and Operation of the Con- 
tagious Diseases Act, 1871, pp, 19-20. 

* H. of C., April 20, 1883, Stansficld’s motion. {Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. 
cclxxviii, pp. 749 sqq.). 

*48 & 49 Vict., Cap. 69; An Act to make further provision for the Protection of 
Women and Girls, the suppression of Brothels and other Purposes (Criminal Law Amend- 
ment Act, 1885). 

® 61 & 62 Vict., Cap. 39: An Act to amend the Vagrancy Act, 1824 (Vagrancy Act, 1898). 
Its first section is directed against the bullies. The measure was extended to Scotland by 
2 Edw. 7, Cap. ii: An Act to make further provision for the Punishment of Persons 
Trading in Prostitution in Scotland (Immoral Traffic (Scotland) Act, 1902) — 2 & 3 Geo. 5, 
Cap. 20: An Act to amend the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, the Vagrancy Act, 
1889 and the Immoral Traffic (Scotland) Act, 190a (Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1912) 
which on several points of detail tightens up the previous legislation. 
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women in another sense in as much as they were the result of an 
agitation conducted by women, and by methods hitherto the 
monopoly of the male sex. With this double agitation against the 
legalization of prostitution and the wliite-slave traffic, the revolt 
of women in England began. 


5 

We must not however imagine that these two campaigns repr^ 
sent the entire history of the movement for the emancipation of* 
women during the concluding years of the nineteenth century. 
They were accompanied by another agitation which was not the 
less important because it scarcely engaged the attention of Parlia- 
ment. Women claimed the right to perform on an equal footing 
with men the same social functions. By degrees they secured their 
object. But though success followed success, in 1914 they had not 
yet won along the entire front. Nor is their victory complete^ even 
now. 

It had always been admitted that women as well as men could 
be teachers. The concession was, in fact, founded on the behef in 
an unalterable difference between the sexes which made it inadvis- 
able for girls to be taught by men. Elementary schools for poor 
girls, and private schools for the daughters of the middle class had 
no difficulty in procuring a cheap supply of women teachers, and 
it was an easy matter for wealthier middle-class parents to obtain 
governesses to give their daugliters at home a very sketchy educa- 
tion which imparted more social accomplishments than intellec- 
tual training. And everyone agreed that for little children a mis- 
tress was better than a master. Accordingly, professional statistics 
show from the opening of the nineteenth century an enormous 
majority of female over male teachers. The growth of education 
produced a constant increase in the number of women teachers — 
70,000 in 1851, 172,000 in 1901^ and according to a ratio a little 
higher than the increase in the number of male teachers.® Another 

^ [1932. Translators note]. 

- In England and Wales 69,340 in 1851; 80,057 in 1861 ; 94.229 m 1871 ; 123,995 in 1881; 
1 14.393 in 1891; 171,670 in 1901. 

®In 1861 72.5 per cent of the teachers were women, in 1871 74.1 per cent, in 1881 72 7 per 
cent, in 1891 74 per cent, in 1901 74 5 per cent (Census of England and IValcs^ i 901 . General 
Report with Appendices, 1904, p. 86). Detween 1901 and ipn the increase seems to have 
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effect was a continuous improvement in the quality of their teach- 
ing. Governesses received a better training. A new type of private 
school for girls, far superior to the old, came into existence. In the 
history of these schools the year 1865 was a decisive date for it 
was then that after a campaign extending over years Cambridge 
admitted girls to its local examinations, thereby putting the secon- 
dary education of girls as regards the examinations by wliich it 
was regulated on an equahty with the secondary education of 
boys. The era of the school boards followed and the schools under 
their authority in the case of girls as well as boys tended to exceed 
the standard of primary education. To educate mistresses for a 
teaching of better quality than before, training schools became 
necessary and in turn teachers for the training schools. Could the 
latter be refused the advantages of a university education? If not, 
why should they not be thrown open at the same time to young 
girls of good family whose brothers were undergraduates of 
Oxford or Cambridge ? The conquest of the universities was one 
of the great objectives pursued by women during the last third of 
the nineteenth century. 

It was not easy. The agitators were faced by a double opposition, 
from the universities — two clubs of conservative old bachelors — 
and from parents alarmed at the prospect of mixing the sexes at 
adolescence. The first step was to found by subscriptions raised 
for the purpose, a college for women twenty-five miles from 
Cambridge. Enthusiastic Fellows accepted the fatigue of the jour- 
ney to and fro to give lectures to the students. Then the college 
was transferred to a distance of two miles. Finally the plunge was 
taken and another women’s college opened in the town itself. At 
Oxford two were founded. But every precaution was taken 
against scandal. The girl students could not go out unaccompanied 
and attended the lectures in groups in charge of a chaperon. Nor 
were they admitted from the outset to the same examinations as 
the young men. The first concession, made by the University of 
Cambridge, was to communicate the subjects of an examination 
to friendly professors who held an unofficial examination of the 
women students parallel to that which the men were taking at the 

been greater among the men than the women But the Census of England and WaleSt 1911 
(vol. X, Occupations and Industries, Part I, p. xxi) explains this semblance. ‘In order to obtain 
a better measure of the increase in the teaching profession, the numbers of ages twenty 
years and upward at the two censuses may be compared, and these show an increase of 
30.4 per cent among males and of 33.6 per cent among females.' 

501 



DOMESTIC ANARCHY 


same time. But the movement which was equipping the great 
cities with universities enabled the women to win at a single stroke 
an important victory in this field. A Statute of 1875 had expressly 
authorized these new universities to confer their degrees on 
women. When in 1878 the University of London became a 
teaching-university it immediately made use of the right. It laid 
down the principle of absolute equaUty between the sexes. All 
degrees and positions in the teaching body were thrown open to 
women students. The Victoria University followed suit in i88o| 
the University of Wales in 1893, Durham College in 1895. Oxforcl 
and Cambridge could not refuse to make concessions. In 1881’ 
and in 1884 Cambridge first, then Oxford admitted women stu- 
dents to the same examinations as men, though they refused to 
confer degrees on the successful candidates.^ 

It is surprising that the claim of women to practise medicine 
met with stronger opposition than their claim to teach. For it had 
always been admitted that there was nothing incompatible with 
a woman’s nature in the professions of midwife and sick nurse. 
Moreover, if it was more suitable that women should teach 
women, why did not the same principle apply to medical treat- 
ment? Nevertheless, the opposition was formidable and deter- 
mined. It was, it would seem, a question of professional interest. 
The doctors who were powerfully organized and regarded 
medicine as a commercial profession were defending a lucrative 
monopoly. 

The great battle was fought simultaneously with the battle to 
force an entrance into the universities. Often both fronts were 
combined and the victory was, at least apparently, won on both 
at the same time. It was about 1870 that tliree young girls attemp- 
ted to storm the medical faculty at Edinburgh University, braving 
the coarse jests of their male comrades and what were nothing 
short of riots among the students encouraged by the professors. 
They succeeded in securing admission to the lectures and in pass- 
ing some examinations but in the end the Senate of the University 
refused them the right to practice. The women adopted other 
manoeuvres. They attempted to enter the medical profession 
by way of the corporation of apothecaries — by taking a mid- 
wife’s diploma or obtaining the degree of doctor of medicine 

^ Ray Strachey, The Cause, pp. 141 sqq., 255 sqq. Barbara Stephen, Emily Davies and 
Girton College, 1927. 
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on the Continent where in most countries it was open to women. 
These attempts were always baffled. They founded in London a 
medical school for women. The girls who had attended it were 
not admitted to a single hospital in the metropohs. At last victory 
seemed assured when in 1875 an Act was passed permitting uni- 
versities to confer degrees on women and another forbidding the 
Royal College of Surgeons to exclude them.^ Even before the 
University of London in 1878 had laid down the principle of 
complete sex equaUty, the two Irish Colleges of Physicians had 
admitted women and one of the London hospitals had accepted 
students from the Women’s Medical School. The dece nn ial cen- 
sus returns enable us to follow this invasion. In the census of 1881 
lady doctors made their appearance for the first time — ^twenty- 
five in England and Wales. In 1891 there were a hundred, 212 in 
1901, 477 in 1911. Nevertheless, in these years before 1914 they 
were still faced with insurmountable d if ficulties. The new national 
services indeed offered them an increasing number of openings, 
the management of schools for mothers, infant welfare centres 
and erkhes and inspectorships under the Ministry of Health. But 
tliey were very rarely admitted to study in the hospitals and 
women medical students were usually obHged to seek better 
facilities at Vienna or in America. Nor would the hospitals accept 
women doctors. Certain bodies, for instance tlie Ophthalmologi- 
cal Society and the Society for the Study of Infantile Diseases, 
refused to admit them to membership. We even hear of a medical 
journal which refused to accept articles signed by women.® 


6 

The old universities of Oxford and Cambridge continued to 
refuse to admit women to the examinations in medicine, theology, 
and law. As regards medicine this was of no consequence since 
women could now obtain a doctorate at all the other universities 
of the kingdom. As regards theology, it might be argued that by 
excluding women Oxford and Cambridge shared the opinion 

^38 & 39 Viet., Cap. 43 : An Act to amend the Medical Acts so far as relates to the 
Royal College of Surgeons of England {Royal College oj Surgeons Act, 1875) Scciiou 2. 

R’ay Strachey The Cause, pp. 166 sqq., 251 sqq. Dr. Flora Murray, The Position of 
Women in Medicine and Surgery (Neu/ Statesman, November i, 1013, Special Supplement, 
pp. xvi-xvii). 
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universal throughout Christendom that a woman could not be a 
priest or a minister. What was the use of giving her a degree when 
she could not become a teacher? But the Salvation Army had 
made the innovation of giving women an equal place with men 
among their officers^ and therefore, in so far as a rchgious body 
without sacraments and therefore without ordination may be 
regarded as a church, it was a church in which women violated 
the principle laid down by St. Paul that women should not ‘teach’ 
but ‘keep silence’. The movement spread to the other rehgious 
bodies. In 1874 the Wesleyan Conference allowed a woman 
elected by one of the synods to take part in its dehberations.® The 
Anghcan Church allowed a woman to become a deaconess and 
to sit on the parish councils.® Militant feminists cherished the 
hope that the day was near when, if not the Established Church, 
at least the sects would consent to ordain women.^ Finally, as 
regards the law, the exclusion maintained by Oxford and Cam- 
bridge corresponded to the unyielding determination of the legal 
profession. Could the Inns of Court lawfully admit women? 
Some maintained that they could; but it would be a very long 
time before they made use of the right, if it existed. Should the 
word ‘person’ in the Solicitors’ Act of 1843 be interpreted as 
meaning man or woman? The courts replied in the negative.® 
But could England much longer lag beliind the United States 
where 20,000 women practised as lawyers, several of the Colonies, 

^ By a decision taken in 1875 (Ray Strachey, The Cause, p. 214). Some innovators ap- 
pealed to another text of St. Paul, where he permits women to prophesy, i Cor. xi, 5, 6, 
also to Acts ii 17-18, xxi y-io, to prove that the prohibition was not absolute. (The Dean 
of Wells, 'Ought Women to Preach? i. The Ministry of Women’, Contemporary Review, 
January-June 1884, vol. xlv, pp. 43 sqq.). 

* A committee appointed by the Conference to examine the question reported the 
following year in favour of admitting women, and if the report was rejected by the Con- 
ference it was by a very narrow majority. 

• In virtue of a decision taken in July 1914, by the Representative Council of the Angli- 
can Church. The voting proves that the Bishops were more favourable, to the proposal 
than the priests, the priests more favourable than the laity. 

* And even the Establishment: Flora Murray, 'The Position of Women and Surgery' 
{New Statesman, November i, 1913, Special Supplement, p. xvii), ‘It must be recognized 
that a university education — even for women — leads directly to the door of the Bar, the 
Church ttnd the Medical Piofcssion, and that the admission to these fields of learning and 
enterprise and remuneration is only a question of time.’ So far as the sects arc concerned 
the forecast has been realized. See the decision of the Wesleyan Conference of 192.S. Cf. 
Albert Peel, The Free Churches 1903-1926, 1927, p. 444: ‘Another way in which the out- 
look has been broadened is seen in the fuller and freer acceptance of the service of women, 
who now not only do the work they have done so well before, but arc trained as ministers, 
elected as deacons and officers, and called to equal service with men.’ 

• Bebb V. Law Society (Supreme Court of Judicature. Chancery Division. July 2, I 9 I 3 » 
Court of Appeal, December y, 10, 1913). 
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and France? A Bill was about to be introduced into the Commons 
to enable women to become solicitors and the Lord Chancellor 


and the Prime Minister 
was at hand. 


promised to support it.^ The final struggle 


Though women could not become barristers or soHcitors they 
were not totally debarred from the purlieus of the law. They 
entered lawyers’ offices as clerks, shorthand writers, and typists.^ 
Simultaneously, they invaded the world of business.® They were 
indeed prevented by the rules of these bodies from becoming out- 
side or inside brokers, or sitting on the governing body of the 
Stock Exchange or Bank. But here too, as tliroughout the hier- 
archy of commerce and industry, they could occupy positions 
which, if subordinate, were nevertheless positions of trust and 
in which their punctuality and prompt obedience gave complete 
satisfaction to their employers. For the first time women were 
making their appearance as insurance agents and commercial 
travellers. In the ’seventies when the great struggle for university 
degrees was raging, there was not a woman in the City. Twenty 
years later they were still few and attracted attention. Now they 
were a multitude and you jostled past them without taking notice. 

At the same time, they entered the pubhc services. Here and 
especially in the Post Office it was nothing short of an invasion. 
The number of persons employed by the central government or 
local authorities was estimated by the census of 1911 at some 
300,000, of whom 249,000 were men, 51,000 women. Compari- 
son with the figures of 1901 shows a total increase of 46 per cent 
representing an increase of 42.3 per cent for men, 69.4 per cent 
for women.^ Nor was the new invasion of the same nature as the 


^ Lord Haldane’s reply to a deputation from The Committee for the Admission of Women 
to the Solicitors' Profession, March 27, 1914. 

^ The census of 1871 enumerates 51 women 'connected with law*, the census of 1881, 
100 'law clerks and others connected with law*. In 1891 there were 166 ‘clerks’, in 1901 
367. The progress becomes striking during the following decade. The number of ‘law 
clerks’ of both sexes which had increased by a quarter during the previous decade in- 
creased only by a twentieth. But whereas the number of male clerks showed an insigni- 
ficant increase, from 34,066 to 34,106 the number of women rose from 367 to 2,159. 

“ The number of women employed as commercial and business clerks rose from 7.749 
in 1881 to 23,050 in 1891, 74,620 in 1901 and 153,973 hi 1911. In other words it had in- 
creased tweiityfold while the entire number of employees of both sexes had merely 
doubled: 212,067 hi 1881, 420,538 in 1911. 

* Census of England and Wales, 1911 , 1914, vol. x, p. xiii. We must however bear in 
mind that the vast majority of these women were employed in the Post Office. Sec Royal 
Commission on Civil Service, 4 th Report 1914, p. 22. ‘The Board of Education has, since 
1898, recruited some female clerks (of whom about twenty are now employed) by means 
of the examination held to fill the Women Clerkships in the General Post Office, and a 
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invasion of the factories by women a century earlier. The women 
had been driven into the factories by tlie necessity of earning a 
hvehhood and their presence was not in itself a triumph of 
feminism. It rendered the champions of women’s rights no other 
service than to furnish them with an argument against their oppo- 
nents. ‘You want, you say, to keep women at home, why then 
do you set them to the forced labour of your factories?’ Now, 
however, women entered offices of their free will and to fuld 
freedom. 


7 

The young girl who leads a young man’s life adopts his man- 
ners. she no longer curtsies on entering a drawing-room nor 
awaits her elders’ invitation to be seated. She talks witli her back 
against the mantelpiece puffing at her cigarette. All these gestures 
are signals of independence. They proclaim that she is in no hurry 
to get married and that when she does marry she is determined to 
maintain her independence in face of her husband and, if need be, 
in opposition to him. What Blackstone termed with such unction 
‘the mysterious reverence of the nuptial tie’, is a thing of the past. 
An entire Hterature has come into being which urges women to 
revolt. Grant Allen was the first to invite Enghsh girls to imitate 
The Woman who Did, the woman who refuses to consecrate 
by legal wedlock her union with the man she loves. In her ponder- 
ous and grotesque novel The Heavenly Twins Sarah Grand 
branded masculine immorahty and advised her women readers to 
refuse to consummate legal marriage with a dissolute husband and 
thus shake off the yoke of the male when he was unworthy. 
Among the rebels the outstanding figures were Ibsen, Shaw, and 
H. G. Wells, who had their disciples and fanatics. One young 

tew more of this class have been taken into the office of the Registrar General, in addition 
to the considerable force of women wliich has on several occasions been employed tem- 
porarily in that department on work connected with the decennial census. The office staff 
of the Public Trustee is a mixed male and female one, and female clerks have been intro- 
duced into the centres of the Labour Exchange offices, but these situations are at present 
on a temporary basis. With these exceptions and excluding female typists who arc em- 
ployed in many departments in increasing numbers, but form a class by themselves, it 
remains true at the present time that women have not procured admission to the clerical 
service of the State. I'hey are, however, in growing, though still small, numbers, employed 
with advantage to the community as inspectors under various departments, where they 
discharge useful functions in connection with women and children. Their employment 
under the Local Education Authorities as teachers in the Public Elementary and Secondary 
Schools hes outside the scope of our inquiry.’ 
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woman would say ‘I will be Norah’ and for no serious reason leave 
a husband who in her opinion was attempting to treat her as a 
doll: Another ‘I will be Vivian Warren,’ quit the home of an 
unworthy mother and refuse a fortune amassed by immoral 
methods. But for a logical Socialist what capital has been acquired 
in a manner less infamous than Mrs. Warren’s money? ‘I will be 
Ann Veronica’: ‘I will be Isabel Rivers,’ In 1909 H. G. Wells 
published his Ann Veronica, in 1911 his New Macchiavelli, in 1913 
his Passionate Friends, three novels, two of which are autobiogra- 
phical. He advocates a system in which the woman alone will be 
responsible to society for her cliildren, and receive a bounty from 
the State for every child she bears and brings up. The men with 
whom she entertains free relations will be conscious of no bond 
with her children beyond sentiments of free affection. It is with a 
smile that we hear Hugh Price Hughes at the opening of the 
century congratulate liimself on the fact that the Protestantism, 
the Puritanism of the sects had imparted to British feminism a 
moral austerity which had preserved it from the immorality that 
tainted the movement in some foreign countries.^ Nevertheless, 
on further reflection we become aware of a survival of Puritanism 
— certainly one of which Price Hughes never thought — at work 
in these defiances of traditional morahty. These bold young girls 
flung themselves into free love not so much at the urge of sexual 
passion as to perform a duty, to prove to the world and to them- 
selves that they had learned the lessons of Shaw and Wells. They 
wrestled with the reluctance of blushing young men until they 
bent them to their cold determination. ‘I’ve had a biological train- 
ing,’ declared Ami Veronica. ‘I’m a hard young woman.’^ 

It is not without hesitation that I approach such a difficult sub- 
ject. How deep did this movement for the emancipation of 
women go, and what in fact did it signify? 

There was an industrial proletariat where tlie morals of the 
young people were very free and custom simply required a young 
man to marry the girl whom he had made pregnant. And there 
was a rural proletariat where it even allowed young men to enter 
into trial unions. They did not marry until they were certain the 

^ Life of Hugh Price Hughes by his daughter, pp. 254-5. 

* Ann Veronica, chap. xiv. Cf. John Stuart Mill, On the Subjection of Women, p. 123 : 'An 
Oriental chinks that women are by nature peculiarly voluptuous: see the violent abuse of 
them on this ground in Hindoo writings. An Englishman usually thinks that they are by 
nature cold.' 
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girl was not barren. Once married the stem law of poverty and 
labour sufficed to compel husband and wife to fideHty. And there 
was an aristocracy, an aristocracy of birth and an aristocracy of 
wealth — where leisure engenders laxity and laxity inconstancy, 
in which men and women become accustomed to Hve above the 
level of ordinary morals and enjoy themselves on the produce of 
other people’s morahty. It was only in the middle class — whose 
boundaries above and below were not easy to draw but whose 
character was very definite — in which those habits prevailed of 
self-imposed discipline and voluntary obedience to the law of 
work and the law of marital fidelity which are the essence of 
morahty. But the feature of the feminist revolt of the early twen- 
tieth century which seemed so disquieting was that it arose in 
this very middle class which, it appeared, was beginning to doubt 
itself. In England more than in any other country the middle class 
had succeeded in imposing its culture upon society and exacting 
from the classes above and below it at least an outward respect for 
its moral prejudices. Now England was ceasing to be middle class. 

If, however, we view the situation from another angle and con- 
sider the relations between the sexes without respect to class we 
may perhaps be disposed to adopt a different interpretation of the 
change which was in process while fully admitting its far-reaching 
character. To maintain that the woman differs from the man is 
not to maintain that she is liis inferior. It means that she is different 
and that her distinctive quahties though of equal or, if you will, 
higher social value than his give her activities a different direction. 
It is a striking and a significant fact that in all the commercial or 
administrative careers now being opened to women the latter 
were content to occupy subordinate positions. In the government 
departments all the higher positions carrying with them authority 
remained closed to women. And their salaries remained lower 
than men’s. ^ In countless instances a rule was in force that a woman 
must leave her post on marriage and return to the home.^ Was 

^ See on this point the unsuccessful efforts made in 1872 by Miss Davies and Mrs. 
Garrett Anderson. (Ray Strachey, The Cause, p. 227) and the-criticisins of the anti- 
feminist, Sir Almroth Wright, in a letter to The Times (March 1912). Sec also on the eve 
of the War the debates at the annual conference of the National Union of Teachers, April 
14, 1914. A motion brought forward by women demanding equal salaries was rejected by 
a majority of 58,483 to 11,017 votes. 

* See for instances the debates at meetings of the London County Council on April 8, 
and July 28, 1914. Margaret Wynne Nevinson can still write in 1923 : ‘We have had many 
examples lately of how municipal authorities hamper and restrict married women in their 
work; a woman doctor was lately dismissed in a London borough for the crime of mar- 
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this simply a survival from the period when man ruled over 
woman and, the period of transition once passed, would a system 
soon exist which made no differentiation between the sexes? We 
cannot forget the admission implied in the complaint made by an 
uncompromising feminist in 1913 that, in the world of business, 
women ‘are not sufficiently ambitious’, and that ‘they seem too 
often content with the poorly-paid routine posts and too httle 
inclined to venture anything on their own account’.^ The question 
forces itself upon us whether the two sexes are not so distinguished 
by the law of their natures that the man is prone to command, the 
woman to self devotion, so that when a man claims rights it is to 
increase his power, when a woman claims them it is on the con- 
trary to have further opportunity of service. We cannot fail to 
be struck by the large number of women who at the very moment 
when they came boldly into the open to urge their claims pro- 
fessed conservative political opinions. The others very seldom 
professed themselves Liberals but went straight to the Socialist 
camp. Was this the sign of a passionate nature which loves ex- 
tremes ? It would seem on the contrary that they were attracted 
by Socialism not as a more revolutionary form of Liberalism, a 
movement for complete emancipation, but because they saw it 
as in many respects a reaction against the Liberahsm wliich had 
originally demanded the emancipation of women. Its appeal was 
its policy of a grandmotherly legislation wliich did not shrink 
from interference with every detail of private life to ensure the 
welfare of the weak and which treated society as a magnified 
home.^ We are therefore compelled to ask how far the women’s 


riage; and Education Committees have always discouraged and in some places forbidden 
women to continue teaching after marriage though many experts maintain that women 
who are mothers have more sympathy and skill in the management of small children than 
the single’ {The Legal Wrongs of Married Women, p. 6). And in 1926 the custom was for- 
mally sanctioned by a regulation of the London County Council (Standing Order 395). 
For the problem of married women’s labour as it presents itself in private business see 
Clementine Black’s interesting study, Married Womens Work. Being the Report of an Inquiry 
undertaken by the Women* s Industrial Council, 1915. 

^ /vfcs. W. L. Courtney, ‘New Types of Subordinate Women Brain- Workers’ {New 
Statesman, November i, 1913, Special Supplement, p. xix). 

“ This was one of the reasons for which Herbert Spencer, the thorough-going opponent 
of Socialism, was equally hostile to woman suffrage. 'It would aid and stimulate all parts 
of State administration, the great mass of which are necessarily antagonistic to personal 
freedom. Men in their political actions arc far too much swayed by proximate evils and 
benefits; and women would be thus swayed far more. Given some kind of social suffering 
to be cured or some boon to be got, and only the quite exceptional woman would be able 
to appreciate detrimental reactions that would be entailed by legislative action. Political 
foresight of this kind, uncommon enough in men, is extremely rare in women’ (Letter to 
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revolt must be interpreted as an attempt to achieve equality with 
men or on the contrary as an attempt to reform society according 
to the ideal of their sex, to make themselves masculine or society 
feminine. This doubt must be borne in mind when we study, as 
we now must, the last of the feminist claims — the right to vote 
and be elected to Parliament, and to be admitted to executive 
office — the claim which may truly be said to have absorbed the 
entire energies of the feminists of both sexes during the years 
immediately preceding the War. Whatever the purpose, liber- 
tarian or conservative, which in the last resort inspired these 

John Stuart Mill, August 9, 1867). Mrs. Ramsay MacDonald, one of the pioneers of 
British neo-Socialism, considered the es.sential function of Socialism to be the protection 
of the home. J. Ramsay MacDonald writes (Margaret Ethel MacDonald, p. 233) : ‘She once 
defined Socialism as “The State of Homes’’* and he himself stated m 1908; 'Socialism is 
essential to family life ... the idea of divorce is foreign to the Socialist state’ (Haslemere, 
May II, 1908 : Labour Leader, May 15, 1908). Cf. the interesting biological and sociological 
observations presented by Walter Heape in a book entitled Sex Antagonism, 1913. Accord- 
ing to him the male sex is essentially individualistic, whereas the female .sex represents the 
subordination of the individual to the species. The feminists protested against these state- 
mcriLs. But often they unintentionally confirmed them. See Beatrice Webb, My Appren- 
ticeship, p. 276: ‘It is no use shifting one’s eyes from the facts that there is an increasing 
number of women to whom a matrimomal career is shut and who seek a masculine re- 
ward for masculine qualities, ... I think thc.se strong women have a great future before 
them in the solution of social questions. They arc not just inferior men; they may have 
masculine faculty, but they have the woman’s temperament and the stronger they arc the 
more distinctly feminine they are m this.’ You may perhaps reply that Mrs. Webb has 
never been more than a very moderate fenunist and was not a feminist at all when she 
wrote these lines in November 1885. Consider then the admission implied in an article 
by Lady Betty Balfour, indeed 111 its very title, ‘Motherhood and the State’ {New States- 
man, November i, 1913, p xii) 'In the working of the modern state there is more of [this] 
spirit of motherhood than has probably ever been exhibited before throughout the liistoric 
ages. ... It is significant of the new spirit of social service that the undergraduates at the 
Universities now discuss practical, social, and economic problems where formerly they 
would have discussed theology or literature. Symptoms of this spirit arc yearly more 
apparent in our national legislation and m the subjects discussed at incernadonal gatherings 
. . . symptoms of the same thing, the awakening of a spirit of motherhood in the State.’ 
Cf. the anonymous article entitled ‘Women in Industry. Character and Organization,’ The 
Times, April 29, 1913: . . The women who arc the outstanding figures in the Labour 

movement prefer Socialism and probably the ablest of the younger generation whom they 
have trained have strong Socialistic leanings; but their socialism is assuredly not of a 
revolutionary type. It might almost be said to be domestic.* Lucicn Romier (Promotion de la 
Femme, 1930, p. 60) explains the success of the feminist movement in English-speaking 
countries by the fact that there women differ less from men than elsewhere, though the 
men are more feminine, not the women more masculine. ‘By nature women dishke the 
abstract, speculative analysis, the thrust and parry of logical argument, the criticism which 
questions everything before it attempts to construct, all of which arc native characteristics 
of the Mediterranean race and oj^osed to the Nordic mentality. You will bore t^e aver- 
age Englishman and a woman of any country if you speak of the ideal constitution of a 
State, but the same topic will arouse the passionate interest of a docker at the Piraeus, a 
grocer of Toulouse, and a professor of Salamanca. Without denying the historical effects 
of chance, we shall perceive that the supremacy at present enjoyed by the Anglo-Saxon 
and Nordic peoples over the Mediterranean and Oriental races represents in the last resort 
the triumph of this feminine type of mentality which apprehends and pursues a practical 
aim without worrying about barren logic.* 
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women, the methods they employed to attain their object and 
give their cause the advertisement of scandal were undoubtedly 
anarchic.^ 


8 

Bentham had claimed equality of political rights for both sexes 
but his disciple James Mill had parted company with him on this 
point and the Chartists after preliminary hesitations finally decided 
against his programme. They were content with asking for the 
universal suffrage of men, manhood suffrage. When however 
John Stuart Mill in his Representative Government and Subjection 
of Women returned to Bentham’s doctrine the time seemed at last 
to have arrived for it to bear fruit. More even than these two 
books the important speech Mill delivered in the House of Com- 
mons pleading that woman suffrage should be introduced into 
the Reform Bill passed that year forced the matter upon the 
attention of the Press and pubhe.^ The amendment was of course 
rejected but Mill and his friends convinced themselves that the 
reform would be effected before many years had passed and 
would precede and facihtate all the other reforms — the grant to 
married women of the right to own property, the aboHtion of 
State-regulated prostitution to which the efforts of the feminists 
were directed at the time.® As we know, the exact contrary hap- 

^ For the strictly pohtical emancipation of women sec History of Women Suffrage in 6 
volumes (vol.i, 1848-1861, i88i ; vol.ii, 1861-1876, 1887; vol.iii, 1876-1885, 1887; vol. iv, 
1885-1900, 1902; vols. V and vi, 1900-1920, 1922). The first three volumes were written 
by Elizabeth Lady Stanton, Susan B. Anthony and Matlulda Joslyn Gap, the fourth by 
Susan B. Anthony and Ida Hiisted Harper, the fifth and sixth by Ida Hasted Harper. It is a 
monumental American compilation chiefly concerned with the Umted States, containing 
chapters which deal with England and the British Colonies. A. E. Metcalfe, Women’s 
Effort. A Chronicle of British Women’ s Fifty Years* Struggle for Citizenship {1865-1914) with 
an Introduction by Lawrence Housman, 1917. Margaret Wynne Ncvinson, Five Years' 
Struggle for Freedom. A History of the Suffrage Movement from 1908 to 1912, 1913- See 
further the work already mentioned by Ray Strachey, The Cause, passim and for tlie 
‘suffragette’ movement the works quoted later in a note to p. 30?- 

* H. of C., May 20, 1867 (Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Series, vol. clxxxvii, pp. 817 sqq.). 
For Mill’s intervention see the remarks of the Annual Register for the year, p. 72 ; ‘The next 
Amendment was of rather a singidar character; it was moved by Mr. J. S. Mill, the object 
being to enable women to vote. The discussion assumed a somewhat jocular character; 
but the proposition was advocated with serious earnestness by Mr. Mill.’ 

■John Stuart Mill to Florence Nightingale, December 31, 1867: . . What, however, 

constitutes an even more pressing and practical reason for endeavouring to obtain the 
political enfranchisement of women, instead of endeavouring to sweep away any or all 
of their social grievances, is, that I believe it will be positively easier to attain this reform 
than to attain any single one of all the others, all of which must inevitably follow flrom it. 
To prefer to sweep away any of these others first, is as though we were to prefer to cut 
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pened. Whereas these reforms were extorted by the action out- 
side Parliament of women who had no vote, the question of their 
pohtical rights continued to hang fire. 

Between Mill’s death and the year 1906 the House of Commons 
had voted on four occasions in favour of woman suffrage. But in 
every instance it had been simply a declaration of principle and 
the majority, always a mixed majority of Liberals and Conserva- 
tives, were perfectly well aware that no Cabinet, Liberal or Con- 
servative, would make woman suffrage a government measure. 
At first sight it surprises us to find such a persistent opposition to 
the women’s claim, to which the latter would reply by a fanaticism 
equal to their opponents’ obstinacy. To allow women to become 
professors and doctors, to invade the offices of lawyers and men 
of business was nothing less than to revolutionize their life and in 
consequence the state of society as a whole. But would the social 
order be greatly perturbed if every six years old maids, young 
girls, even married women, silently dropped their vote in the 
ballot box? Did not husbands allow their wives to take an active 
part in their electoral campaigns? Had not women been permitted 
ever since 1834 to vote for the Boards of Guardians who adminis- 
tered the Poor Law? Had they not possessed since 1869 the muni- 
cipal vote and since 1870 the power to elect and be elected to the 
School Boards? In 1888 they had obtained the right to vote for 
the new County Councils. And had not the Local Government 
Act of 1894 when it set up district and parish councils granted 
women the right not only to vote for these bodies but to sit on 
them and in addition to sit on the Boards of Guardians?^ Never- 


away branch after branch: giving more labour to each branch than we need do to the 
trunk of the tree.’ {The Letters of John Stuart Mill, vol. li, pp. 102-3 ) To Sir Charles Dilke, 
May 28, 1870: 'I am in great spirits about our prospects and think we arc almost within 
as many years of victory as I formerly thought of decades’ (ibid., vol 11, p. 254). 

^ The following is an attempt to summarize the extremely confused and illogical 
English legislation in respect of women’s civic rights as it existed at the end of the nine- 
teenth century. The Poor Law Amendment Act of 1834 (4 & 5 Will. IV, Cap. 76 S. 34) gave 
the right to vote for the boards of guardians which it set up to the ratepayers. But among 
these ratepayers were women and they made use of the right attached to their payment of 
rates. On the other hand, the Act of 1835 on 'municipal corporations’ (5 & 6 Will. IV, 
Cap. 76 sec. 9) reserved the right to vote to 'every male person of full age’ who fulfilled 
certain conditions. It was only in 1869 (32 & 33 Viet., Cap. 55: An Act to shorten the 
Time of Residence required as a Qualification for the Municipal Franchise and to make 
provision for other purposes, sec. 9) that the 'feminists’ of the period secured an amend- 
ment providing that all the words in the Act 'implying the male sex’ should be regarded 
as applicable to women ‘in so far as concerns the right to vote’. The following year when 
the Education Act of 1870 (33 & 34 Viet., Cap. 75 sec. 29) set up to administer the new law 
school boards very similar in constitution to the boards of guardians set up by the Poor 
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theless there must have been a deep-seated reason for this stubborn 
opposition which was by no means confined to England. And in 
all probabihty it was this. 

There is one right which women have never claimed in the 
West,^ to serve in the army as privates or officers.^ But from time 
immemorial the performance of pohtical functions has been asso- 
ciated with the performance of miHtary. It is on those who defend 
the country that the office of governing it devolves. It was no 
doubt this military conception of government which consciously 
or unconsciously inspired the opposition of pubHc opinion to the 
pohtical claims of feminism when it became increasingly tolerant 
of the rest. Certainly women might have a share in dealing with 

Law of 1834 the Statute was deliberately drafted, as the Government declared (H. of C., 
June 16, 1870; Parliamenfary Debates^ 3rd Series, vol. ccii, p. 259) in such terms as to enable 
women to vote for the new boards and be elected to them. Could it be concluded from 
this that the Act of 1869 which gave women the right to vote for municipal councillors 
also permitted their election? In fact, no women made the experiment and when an 
important consolidating Act wa.s passed in 1882 deahng with the municipal councils (45 
& 46 Viet., Cap. 50) a clause in the Statute declared in the very terms of the Act of 1869, 
that a woman was put on an equal footing with a man ‘so far as the right to vote’ is con- 
cerned and for the rest kept silence When, therefore, the Local Gopcrrmietit Act (51 & 52 
Viet., Cap. 41) which set up the County Councils was passed in 1888 and two women 
were elected to the London County Council the courts pronounced the election illegal on 
the ground that the Act as regards the conditions of election referred to the Act of 1882 
which in turn coming after the Act of 1869 must be regarded as excluding women from 
the right to be elected (Beresford-Hope v. Lady Sandhurst, Supreme Court of Judicature, 
Queen’s Bench Division, March 18, April 14, 1889; Court of Appeal, May 8, 15, 16, 
1889 ) It was in fact expressly laid down the same year by the Local Government [Scotland] 
Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Viet., Cap. 50 sec. 9) that no woman could be elected a county coun- 
cillor. We may add that in 1894 the fcmimsis won an important victory when the Local 
Government Act of that year (56 & 57 Viet., Cap. 73) gave both sexes an equal right to 
vote for the parish councils and boards of guardians, and be elected to them and provided 
that marriage should not deprive a woman of the civic rights she had hitherto enjoyed. 
But very little progress in this direction was made during the years which followed. If the 
Poor Latv Guardians (Ireland) (IVorncn) Act of 1896 (58 & 59 Viet., Cap. 5) gave the 
women the same right to be elected to the Boards of Guardians as they already possessed 
in England and the Local Government (Ireland) Act of 1898 (61 & 62 Vict., Cap. 37) which 
set up County Councils in Ireland gave women as in England the right to vote but not 
to be elected, women were not entitled to sit on the Borough Councils set up in London 
by the London Government Act of 1899 (62 Sc 63 Vict., Cap. 14) though they had always 
possessed the right to sit on the vestries which the Act abolished and the Education Act of 
1902 (2 Edw. 7, Cap. 42) by abolishing the school boards on which a large number of 
women had seats and transferring their functions to the County Councils for which 
women were ineligible constituted in tliis respect a serious setback to the cause of feminism. 

^ Mrs. Pember Reeves certainly writes as follows (Nciv Statesman, November i, 1913, 
Special Supplement, p. xxiv) : ‘To say with seriousness that women should be eligible for 
positions in the army . . . provokes both horror and ridicule. But that does not prevent the 
statement being true.’ But sec how she justifies her assertion. She continues: ‘Hundreds of 
women . . . would make able officials in the commissariat and other departments of the 
army and the navy. Florence Nightingale revolutionized certain aspects of the British 
army.* Evidently what Mrs. Pember Reeves is claiming for women is access to the non- 
military departments of the army. 

■ Written 1932, Editor’s note. 
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questions of poor relief, education, and the provision and main- 
tenance of roads. These were domestic questions. And when the 
women who opposed female suffrage founded an anti-suffragist 
league of which Mrs. Humphry Ward was President they were 
careful to state expressly that all these problems are within the 
competence of women. But on the other hand these municipal 
elections had little interest for the public. Only a small minority 
of the voters took the trouble to record their votes. But it was the 
great consultations of the people which were milestones in the 
history of the nation. If more insistently every year women were 
pressing their claim to share in these it was not simply to defend 
the distinctive interests of their sex. They had won many victories 
by other means and the trade unionists were discovering that 
to secure the immediate satisfaction of their demands the strike 
was a more powerful weapon than the ballot box. What women 
claimed was the right to perform the highest duty of citizenship 
in the interest of the entire community. 


9 

After the period of successful agitation which had marked the 
years when Gladstone and Disraeh guided the destinies of the 
nation, the close of the nineteenth century had marked a halt in 
the progress of feminism as in that of other democratic ideas. But 
when a Liberal revival followed the Boer War tlie question of 
the pohtical emancipation of women, as we should expect, came 
again to the forefront. In 1904 a motion in the House of Commons 
in favour of women’s suffrage was passed by a majority of iizj, 
the largest it had yet obtained.^ Its champions could point out 
that on this point England now lagged behind the rest of the 
Enghsh-speaking world. New Zealand had possessed women 
suf&age since 1893, South Austraha since 1894, Western Austraha 
since 1899, New South Wales since 1902, the Australian Com- 
monwealth from its foundation that very year. Tasmania adopted 
it in 1903 and Queensland would adopt it in 1905. In die United 
States of America four Western States had admitted women to 
the suffrage, Wyoming in 1869, Colorado in 1893, Utah in 1895, 

^ H. of C., March i6, 1904. Sir Charles Maclaren’s motion {Parliamentary Debates, 4th 
SeiicSp vol. cxxxi, pp. 1331 sqq.). 
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Idaho in 1896, and its extension to the entire country seemed in- 
evitable.^ And in Europe itself, almost at England’s door, in 1901 
two years after the extension of the suffrage to all male citizens, 
Norway had granted the franchise to about half the women above 
twenty-five years of age.^ The moment was near when the Liberal 
party would be once more in office. It was professedly the party 
of reform. Every champion of reform believed himself to have a 
claim upon it. Feminist propaganda redoubled and concentrated 
its efforts on securing political rights for women. 

There was an old society of women ‘suffragists’ founded under 
the auspices of Mill in 1867. In that year the London National 
Society for Women’s Suffrage was formed which, working in 
close co-operation with a number of similar societies in the pro- 
vinces, employed all the methods of legal propaganda current in 
England and brought peaceful pressure to bear on Members of 
Parliament. In 1888 it had been embarrassed by an attempt of its 
Liberal members to introduce their party organizations into the 
society and gradually to annex it to the Liberal party. The attempt 
gave rise to quarrels and a split which weakened the Society. But 
about the beginning of the new century the two rival groups 
became reconciled and united to form the National Union of 
Women’s Suffrage Societies. How long would it be before the 
Union’s patient methods were victorious? Meanwhile its mem- 
bers abandoned themselves to the pleasure which EngHsh people 
enjoy so keenly of founding groups, gathering recruits — ^they 
began to come in in large numbers — drawing up rules, electing 
presidents, secretaries, and treasurers, and organizing public meet- 
ings in the customary style.^ But side by side with the National 
Union a new society came into existence of a very different 

^ For the progress of women suffrage in the Umted States about this period see Frank 
Foxcroft ‘Women Suffrage in the United States of America’ {Nineteenth Century^ Novem- 
ber 1909, vol. Ivi, pp. 833 sqq.) who however points out that since 1898 the movement 
seemed to have come to a sudden halt owing to the obvious indifference of the women. 

* Marie Blehr Schlyttcr, ‘The Women’s Movement m Norway’ {New Statesman^ Feb- 
ruary?, 1914. pp- 554 - 6 ). 

® Ray Strachey, The Cause, p. 309: 'Within a year or two they had evolved a technique 
of democracy inside their own ranks which became in itself an absorbing interest/ Cf. ibid., 
p. 105. The writer is speaking of the formation of the first suffragist committee in 1867: 
‘For a fortnight the little committee worked, delighted with the distinguished and respect- 
able signatures which came in and enjoying themsehes to the JulV] and a little later (pp. 
1 1 8-1 19), speaking of the first public meetings held by the women : ' Delightful as the acti^ 
occasion was ... the new style of meeting did not escape unfriendly comment. ... It was 
undoubtedly very hard work for those first speakers and very agitating work too. . . On 
the other hand it must have been much more entertaining than public meetings have since 
become, more full of novelty and excitement and of the sense of real adventure/ 
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character, founded in 1903, the Women’s Social and PoHtical 
Union. Its founders, Mrs. Pankhurst and her daughter Christabel, 
women of a middle-class family which for years had devoted it- 
self body and soul to Sociahst propaganda, would appear to have 
desired at first to give the new feminist organization a distinctively 
Sociahst character. They would have liked to make it the feminine 
section of the Labour Representation Committee which was being 
formed at the time. Then the pohtical beliefs of its foundresses 
changed. By degrees they transferred their allegiance from 
Sociahsm to the Conservative party. It was its violent methods 
wliich distinguished the Women's Social and Pohtical Union 
from the National Union. And as the years passed these methods 
dictated an original form of constitution. The Union possessed 
no written constitution, no rule which might hamper its leaders’ 
decisions. Anyone willing to subscribe, subscribed as much as he 
wished and the zealots who led the organization made whatever 
use of the funds they pleased.^ The ‘suffragettes’ as the militants 
of the new movement^ soon came to be called to distinguish them 
from the ‘suffragists’ of the old National Union had no control 
over the central organization whose orders they blindly obeyed. 

In 1897 hi the course of the debates in the House of Commons 
on a feminist Bill introduced tliat year, a member speaking in 
support of the Bill had pointed out the obstacles witli which 
women were faced when they attempted to urge their claims. ‘It 
is contrary’, he said, ‘to the nature of women to take part in those 
formidable demonstrations which from time to time mark the 
activity of political enthusiasm among men.’^ Mrs. Pankhurst was 
to prove his psychology false by showing that women could 
organize demonstrations wliich, if they were of a different cliarac- 


^ For this new agitation see E. Sylvia Pankhurst, The Suffragette. The History of the 
Womett*s Militant Suffrage Movement, 1905 - 1910 , 1911 and especially her excellent work, 
far more thorough in its treatment than the former, The Suffragette Movement. An Intimate 
Account of Persons and Ideals, 1931. Also Annie Kenney’s entertaining Memoirs of a Militant, 

1924. 

2 The word makes its appearance between inverted commas ir^the Daily Mail at the 
beginning of 1906 (January 10, February 12) and it is to this paper that Sylvia Pankhurst 
ascribes its invention. {The Suffragette, p. 62 n.) Two years later it is in current use. See 
A. L. Lowell, The Government of England, vol. i, p. 216; (The preface is dated April 1908) : 
‘Many women are agitating for it very vigorously, and the most enthusiastic of them have 
sought martyrdom by refusing to pay taxes, by creating a disturbance in the ladies’ gallery 
of the House of Commons, and by getting arrested for speech-making in Palace Yard. 
They are known as Suffragettes.’ 

® H. of C., February 3, 1897, Atherlcy-Jones’ speech {Parliamentary Debates, 4th Series, 
vol. xlv, p. IT 82). 
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ter from the riots in which the male sex had indulged in the past, 
were no less formidable. On October 13, 1905, Sir Edward Grey 
took the chair at a great Liberal meeting held in the Free Trade 
Hall, Manchester. Everyone knew that a general election was 
imminent and that the Liberal party must decide upon its pro- 
gramme. A number of women, members of the Social and 
Political Union, waving small flags which bore the words Votes 
for Women and interrupting at every turn the speech of the 
principal speaker, succeeded in seriously holding up the meeting 
until at last they were roughly ejected, taken in charge by the 
police, and finally sentenced to a fine and imprisonment if it were 
not paid. They chose imprisonment. They were Christabel Pank- 
hurst, Mrs. Pankhurst’s daughter, and Annie Kenney, a young 
Lancasliire mill girl whom the Pankhursts had discovered, con- 
verted, and adopted. At last the cause possessed its martyrs. 

The militants continued their campaign throughout the entire 
Election. After its victory what would the Liberal Cabinet do? 
We must examine the difficulties which confronted them, if they 
wished to give the feminists any satisfaction. 


10 

The Government might adopt the plan put forward by Mill in 
1867, and propose to give women the vote on the same terms as 
men possessed it under the existing franchise. This course presen- 
ted the advantage that the reform would be extremely moderate. 
Only a small number of women would receive the vote, spin- 
sters, widows, and married women who carried on some species 
of trade. 500,000 women it was estimated would be enfran- 
chised,^ as against a male electorate of over 7,000,000. And it 
would be extremely undemocratic. Almost all the new women 
voters would belong to the wealthier classes, and only a handful 
of working women would obtain the vote. Mill was prepared to 
accept this result. ‘If only one woman in 20,000 used the suffrage, 
to be declared capable of it would be a boon to all women. Even 
that theoretical enfranchisement would remove a weight from 
the expansion of their faculties, the real mischief of which is much 

1 H. of C., February 3, 1897. Faithfull Begg’s speech (Parliamentary Debates, 4th Series, 
vol. xlv, p. 117)- 
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greater than the apparent/^ But it was not acceptable to all the 
Liberal poHticians. In the case of the boards of guardians, the 
school boards, and the county, district, and borough councils a 
reform on these lines might be tolerable. We have seen how little 
interest the country took in these elections. But it would be dan- 
gerous to extend it to parliamentary elections and when an impor- 
tant national decision was at stake to grant the vote to a minority 
of women suspected of Conservative sympatliies. And the danger 
would be the greater because a considerable section of the Unionist 
opposition under the guidance of its most eminent leaders had ; 
declared in favour of women suffrage. The Liberal members of 1 
the House of Commons were indeed the readier to vote in favour ' 
of the principle because they knew that their leaders were divided 
on the question and its settlement remote. 

Or another method might be chosen and women suffrage in- 
corporated into a Bill effecting a general reform of the franchise. 
After the reform of 1884 only one more step remained to be 
taken and England would possess an unqualified system of univer- 
sal suffrage. Why not enact that every adult Englishman should 
possess the vote but only a single vote and every Englishwoman 
as well ? But how long must the women wait before such a reform 
could be effected? If the House of Commons and even the House 
of Lords was prepared at a stretch to take tliis final step on the 
road to universal suffrage by granting the vote to the minority of 
adult males which was still unenfranchised, it would be a long 
time before a majority could be found to risk a reform which by 
establishing universal suffrage for both sexes would more than 
double the electorate at a single stroke. To link the two questions 
of universal and women suffrage was, the feminists suspected, 
nothing more than a device for shelving the second question. In 
1907 a motion in favour of women suffrage was, the Speaker 
reluctantly decided, ‘blocked’ by a previous motion in favour of 
adult suffrage for both sexes ahke.^ Had not the latter motion 
been deliberately introduced to prevent the discussion of the for- 
mer? When a month earlier the annual congress of the Labour 
party wished to settle the question of women suffrage by passing 
a motion in favour of equal adult suffrage the chairman, Keir 
Hardie, a fanatical feminist, had threatened to resign from the 

^ H. of C., May 20, 1869 {Parliamentary Debates, 3rd Scries, vol. clxxxvii, p. 824). 

* H. of C., March 25, 1907 (ibid., 4th Ser., vol. clxxi, pp. 1525-1526). 
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party rather than associate himself with tactics which in his 
opinion were intended to postpone the issue. 


II 

After the Liberal victory at the polls the members of the differ- 
ent groups of women working for the suffrage, the National 
Union and the Social and PoHdcal Union, in spite of the serious 
difficulties in the way of common action demanded and obtained 
a joint interview with the new Premier. On May 19 Sir Henry 
Campbell-Bannerman received the deputation at Downing Street 
and stated that he was personally in agreement with their claim, 
which he regarded as based upon ‘conclusive and irrefutable’ 
arguments. But he reminded them that on this subject his party 
and the Cabinet itself were divided and that they would have 
many difficulties to overcome. He concluded by giving them two 
pieces of advice: ‘to go on pestering’, and exercise ‘the virtue of 
patience’. The suffragists followed the second and their patience 
was in fact put to a severe test. During the first two sessions of the 
Liberal Government they were obHged to be satisfied with two 
Acts passed simultaneously which permitted women to sit on 
County Councils and Borough Councils in England and on 
County Councils and Town Councils in Scotland.^ And it was 
provided that if a woman were elected chairman of a County 
Council or mayor of a borough she could not exercise the func- 
tions of a justice of the peace which, had she been a man, would 
have been attached automatically to the office. The ‘suffragettes’ 
followed Sir Henry’s first piece of advice and continued to ‘pester’ 


^ 7 Edw. 7, Cap. 33 : An Act to amend the Law relating to the capacity of women to be 
elected and act as Members of County or Borough Councils {Qiialijicatwn of Women 
[County and Borough Councils] Act, 1907). 7 Edw. 7, Cap. 48: An Act to amend the law 
relating to the capacity of women to be elected and act as Members of County or Town 
Counals in Scotland (Qualification of Women County and Town Councils [Scotland] Act, 
1907). The same rights were extended to women in Ireland by i & 2 Geo. V, Cap. 35: 
An Act to enable women to be elected and act as Members of County and Borough 
Councils in Ireland (Local Authorities [Ireland] Qualification of Women Act, 1911). For the 
real unimportance of this reform see H. of L., May 5, 1914, speech by the Bishop of 
London: . It is true that women have since 1907 been made eligible for County 

Councils, but as I have already pointed out, ou so narrow a qualification that very few 
indeed can serve, and the number of women who are now administering our Education 
Act and giving a service which no one can contest is a valuable one has gone down to 
hundreds when it used to be thousands’ (Parliamentary Debates, Lords 1914, 5tb Scries, vol. 
xvi, p. 52). 
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the Liberal statesmen by an unceasing series of demonstrations. 
And their anger increased when Campbell-Bannerman who was 
in favour of their cause was succeeded as Prime Minister by an 
opponent of women suffrage who had hardly entered on liis new 
ofhee when he took an opportunity to state his position. A 
Women’s Enfranchisement Bill had just passed its second reading 
in the House of Commons.^ Asquith stated that it would be im- 
possible during the present session to provide the necessary time 
for its further discussion. The only prospect he held out was that 
before the dissolution of the Parliament elected in 1906 — in other 
words, within the next four years, die Government would intro- 
duce a Bill to reform the male franchise and the supporters of 
women suffrage would be at hberty to propose whatever amend- 
ments they desired to give effect to their views.^ 

The women organized monster processions through the 
London streets wliich often mingled widi the columns of unem- 
ployed. They besieged the Houses of Parliament, the government 
offices, the Ministers’ private houses, lying in wait for prominent 
politicians, tormenting them with the monotonous repetition of 
their demands, haunting them with dieir presence. They never 
ceased harassing Liberal public meetings until Lloyd George, 
against whom their persecution was chiefly directed, aimounced 
liis intention not to speak at meetings from which all women had 
not been excluded. They rose in the women’s gallery of the House 
of Commons and interrupted the debates, whatever their subject, 
by screaming at the top of their voices ‘Votes for Women’. One 
day two suffragettes chained themselves to the grille which en- 
closed die gallery and while they continued to bawl and hold up 
the debate workmen had to be summoned to remove the grille 
and the women with it. The women’s gallery was then closed 
until the day not long afterwards when male feminists made the 
same scenes in the men’s gallery wliich had in turn to be closed. 
The suffragettes exploited the weakness of their sex, its proneness 
to hysteria. The men were cowards if they allowed them to be- 
have in this way, cowards if they used force to repress their dis- 
orders. 

^ H. of C., February 28, 1908. Stranger’s motion {Parliamentary Debates, 4th Series, vol. 
clxxxv, pp. 212 sqq.). 

* May 20, 1908. Reply to a deputation of 60 Liberal Members of Parliament, supporters 
of women suflrage also H. ofC., May 28, 1908 reply to Allred Hutton (ibid., vol. clxxxiv, 
p. 962). 
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A Public Meetings hastily passed by both Houses in 
December 1908 which provided special penalties for those who 
disturbed public meetings completdy failed to achieve the purpose 
which the guardians of order should have kept in view. What 
they had to avoid as far as possible was the odium of imprisoning 
the suffragettes. An order was igiven to the metropoHtan poUce to 
arrest them but release them before they were brought into court. 
They then adopted new tactics to force the authorities’ hands. 
Assaults on policemen and breaking windows were typical 
offences which they committed in cold blood in order to get 
themselves imprisoned. They were duly imprisoned, went on 
hunger strike and by their violent struggles made forcible feeding 
impossible. Ill, almost at death’s door, they were released. As 
soon as they had recovered their health, they committed a new 
outrage. What could be done with them except send them back 
to prison? But what purpose did it serve? A feininist of noble 
family, Lady Constance Lytton, was imprisoned but immediately 
sent to the infirtnary on account of her lU health and soon released. 
She persuaded herself that she owed this leniency to her social 
position. She got herself arrested a second time under a false name 
and was subjected to the ordinary treatment, refused all nourish- 
ment and fell so seriously ill that though released she never re- 
covered her health. A new chapter liad opened in the history of 
feminism and its martyrs. 


iZ 

The picture we drew of the struggle between the two parties 
between 1909 and 1911 on the double question of Lloyd George’s 
Budget and the restriction of the rights of the House of Lords was 
not therefore complete. We must also picture the Liberal party 
tormented without respite under the mocking gaze of their 
Unionist opponents by a swarm of buzzing and stinging gnats. 
The persecution was interrupted only by a brief truce of six months 
when on the accession of George V all parties agreed to allow the 
new monarch to make his first essays in sovereignty amidst a 
universal peace. A group of Members of Parhament formed a 

^ 8 Edw. 7, Cap, 66: An Act to prevent Disturbances of Public Meetings (Public Meet- 
ings Act, 1908). It had been introduced in the Commons by Lord Robert Cecil (H. of C., 
December 17, 19, 1908; Parliamentary Debates, 4th Scries, vol. cxcviii, pp. 2168 sqq., 
2328 sqq.). 


F 
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committee WucA eiidtled itsdf the Conciliation Committee to 
draw up a Women’s Enfranchisement Bill sufficiently moderate 
to reassure the Unionist supporters of women suffrage and suffi- 
ciently comprehensive to overcome the opposition of those 
Liberals who considered the Suffrage Bills hitherto presented too 
undemocratic. Stanger’s Bill, which had been debated in the 
House of Commons in 1908, was open to the objection that it 
multiplied the grounds quaUfying for a vote and therefore aggra- 
vated the abuse of the plural vote to the profit of the wealthy 
classes : as a property owner, lodger, university graduate, the rich 
woman could by arrangement with her husband secure two or 
three additional votes for the family. Moreover, the Bill permitted 
a married woman to claim a distinct vote when the rent paid for 
tlic domicile exceeded /^20, another privilege for the wealthy. 
The Conciliation Bill introduced in June 1910 by a Labour 
member, Shackleton, was not open to these objections. 

The franchise it proposed to give women would be based not 
on the complicated qualifications hitherto prescribed but simply 
on ‘occupation’ of a domicile. All women who were householders 
would possess the vote, all that is to say, who occupied a house or 
part of a house, even if it were only a single room, provided it 
was in their own name, or occupied a shop or office whose rental 
was not less than ^10. Not many however would come under 
the latter category. Not more than 5 per cent, Shackleton esti- 
mated. In tliis way the danger, real or imaginary, on wliich the 
Liberals harped, of artificially iiiultiplying votes to the benefit of 
the rich, would be avoided. Shackleton moreover considered that 
the number of women who would benefit by a measure of this 
description had been under-estimated. They would amount he 
maintained to about a milhon and he claimed that by methodical 
investigations it had been proved that 75 to 80 per cent of the 
women enfranchised would belong to the working class.^ 

The Bill passed its second reading on July 12 by 299 to 190 votes. 
Asquith had spoken against it, also Lloyd George and Churchill. 
The latter were not indeed intransigent opponents of women 
suffrage. At bottom Lloyd George was in favour of the reform. 
But they had been exasperated by the attacks of the suffragettes. 

^ H. of C., June 14, 1910. Sliackleton’s motion, and the passage uf the first reading of the 
Bill. July IT-12 the Bill passes its second reading (Parliamentary Debates, Cominon.s 1911, 
5th Series, vol. xvii, pp. 1202 sqq., vol. xiv, pp. 41 sqq.). For the character of the Bill see 
H. N. Brailsford, Woman Suffrage. The Conciliation Bill. An Explanation and Defence, 1910. 
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Lloyd George was the victim of an unremitting persecution. 
Churchill had been assaulted in the street by a fanatical suffragette 
armed with a whip. Moreover, Lloyd George’s objection was not 
without foundation. While he was prepared to vote in favour of 
the principle of women suffrage, he wanted the Bill, which he 
regarded as insufficiently democratic, drawn up in such terms 
that it could be amended in course of debate and completed by 
clauses extending the franchise to all classes of mcn.^ This was 
done by the Second Conciliation Bill introduced in the Commons 
on May 5, 1911, by Sir George Kemp, which passed its second 
reading by 255 to 88 votes. What would happen during the ses- 
sion of 1912? Lloyd George, speaking apparently in the name of 
the Government, promised the necessary time to debate the 
clauses and pass the third reading of the Bill. Asquith did not dis- 
sent but replying on November 9 to a deputation which waited 
on him to plead the cause of universal suff rage he promised a Bill 
to reform the franchise on the lines they desired into which the 
supporters of women suffrage would be allowed but not encour- 
aged by the Government to introduce any amendments they 
could get the House to accept. 

On March 28, 1912, the Conciliation Bill came up once more 
in the Commons. In the previous session it had been passed by a 
majority of 167. It was now defeated by a majority of fourteen, 
222 to 208 votes. Is tliis change of front on the part of the majority 
to be explained by the exasperation aroused by the suffragettes’ 
extravagant behaviour? Or was it rather due to the pressure which 
Asquith and his friends brought to bear on certain members of the 
Liberal majority, the Irish Nationahsts in particular, to vote 
against the Bill or abstain from voting ? In any case the way was 
now free for Asquith to introduce liis general measure of fran- 
chise reform into which, indeed, a feminist amendment might, 
he said, be introduced though he was counting on the House of 
Commons not to stultify itself and by going back on its decision 
of March 28 commit wliat he termed a ‘national mistake’. The 
Government’s Franchise Bill wliich passed its second reading on 
July 12 by 290 to 218 votes came up for its third reading on 
January 24, 1913, at the end of an interminable session whose 
work, held up by the Irish question which now occupied the 

^ H. of C., July 12, 1910 (Parliamentary Debates^ Commons 1910, 5th Series, vol. xix, 
p- 305). 
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front of the stage, had not been completed by December 31. The 
Government did not indeed propose to introduce universal suff- 
rage. But by suppressing the plural vote and the representation of 
the universities, and by a radical alteration of the method by 
which the register was compiled, the Bill practically amounted 
to a universal suffrage Bill. It would moreover confer a more or 
less extensive franchise on women, if one or other of four amend- 
ments accepted by the Prime Minister were embodied in it. But 
at this juncture a dramatic blow fell. Some days before the debate 
opened Bonar Law, the Leader of the Opposition, had asked the 
Speaker, referring to a precedent of Parhamentary procedure, 
whether such a radical alteration of the Bill as amendments of this 
kind would involve was not unconstitutional. He had requested a 
few days in which ‘to consider the question’.^ On the 27th he 
decided in favour of Bonar Law’s objection and refused to allow 
any of the amendments to be discussed. Asquith was obhged to 
drop the Bill. On the other hand, he could not bring it forward 
again with one of the feminist amendments embodied in the 
original text, for he himself and many others of his Cabinet and 
party were hostile to them. All he could do was to promise that 
if a Bill on similar Hnes to that which Sir George Kemp had intro- 
duced in May 1912 were again brought forward, the Government 
without sponsoring it would set apart as much time for its discus- 
sion as though it were a Government Bill. Tliis was to return to 
the promise made by Lloyd George in 19 ii which had resulted 
in the adverse vote of March 28, 1912. Always the same vicious 
circle. 


13 

Indignation in the feminist camp was at its height. For several 
years the moderates of the National Union had given their confi- 
dence to Asquith and his party. They now broke with the Liberals 
and decided to support the Labour party, the only one of the three 
which had made women suffrage a part of its official programme. 

^ H. of C., January 23, 1913 (Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1913, 5th Senes, vol. 
xlvii, pp. 643 sqq.). Lord UUswattr's account (A Speaker* s Commentaries, vol. i, pp. 136-7) 
is not quite accurate in as much as he gives us to understand that on the 22nd and 25th 
everything took place in private conversations between Bonar Law, Asquith and himself. 
The Tories had already raised the difficulty a year earlier but had admitted a few days 
later that it could be overcome. (E. Sylvia Pankhurst, The Suffragette Movement, p. 371.) 
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The leaders of the party accepted their support without enthu- 
siasm, for it condemned the party to an attitude of uncompromis- 
ing hostihty to the Liberals, which it had no desire to adopt. But 
the women had the money the party lacked and so profitable an 
alhance could not be refused. Throughout the country at by- 
elections Labour candidates came forward who secured the defeat 
of the Liberal candidate either to their own advantage or the 
advantage of the Conservative candidate. And the suffragettes 
who fought under the Pankhursts’ banner redoubled the number 
and violence of their outrages. 

Their agitation assumed new forms. Banished from the gallery 
of the House of Commons they turned their persecution against a 
more highly placed victim. In the theatre, at church, even at 
Buckingham Palace the King was roughly addressed by unknown 
women who rose to denounce him as ‘Czar’ and ‘torturer’. Corro- 
sives were placed in letter boxes to destroy the correspondence. 
Pictures were defaced in Museums. Buildings were set on fire 
whether they belonged to notorious opponents of feminism or 
were simply adjacent to a house where a Liberal meeting was 
being held. Shots were fired at trains. Then the suffragettes 
attacked churches, in which they placed bombs which did con- 
siderable damage. Two old country churches were burnt down. 

Friends of law and order consoled themselves by the reflection 
that these extremists were injuring the cause they professed to 
serve. In 1913 and 1914 the only result achieved by the feminist 
agitation seemed to have been to torpedo the Government’s Bill 
to extend the franchise. The Cabinet resigned itself to introducing, 
as in 1907, a Bill to abohsh the plural vote which, twice thrown 
out by the House of Lords, was waiting for the session of 1915 to 
receive the royal assent without passing the Upper House. Mean- 
while a Bill in favour of women suffrage was rejected by the 
Lords in 1914 after debates interesting indeed, but as academic as 
they could have been in the hfetime of Campbell-Bannerman.^ 
Moreover, the Conservatives had the satisfaction of observing 
that the violent methods employed by the Social and PoHtical 
Union were alarming an increasing number of its members. There 
had been a spht in 1908 when Mrs. Despard founded a separate 
group, the Women’s Freedom League. A more serious spUt 

^ H. of L., May 5, 6, 1914 (Parliamentary Debates, Lords 1914, 5th Scries, vol. xvi, pp. 7 
sqq., 66 sqq.). 
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occurred when in 1912 Mr. and Mrs. Pethick Lawrence, a couple 
of feminists with SociaHst sympathies, retired from the Union, 
withdrawing their paper, The Common Cause, from the influence 
of the extremists. And there was a further split in 1914 when 
Sylvia Pankhurst, the founder of the East End federation, broke 
with her mother and Christabel. But it could not be denied that 
those who remained were, hke Gideon’s soldiers, though fewer, 
more formidable. 

What could be done ? The Government hastily passed in April 
1913 an Act which empowered the courts to order the discharge 
from prison of a woman whose health was endangered as the 
result of a hunger strike, subject to her reimprisonment without 
further trial when her health had been restored.^ It became known 
as the cat and mouse Bill. Its authors hoped that the women after 
their first experience of prison and the hunger strike would shrink 
from a second. This was true of some but not of the majority or 
the more ardent. Mrs. Pankhurst, held responsible, as Chairman 
of the Social and Pohtical Union, for one of the first cases of 
feminist incendiarism, had been sentenced to nine years' imprison- 
ment and it was to prove that the sentence was intended to be a 
reality from which she could not escape by a fortnight’s hunger 
strike that the cat and mouse Bill had been passed. But the only 
result was that for a whole year the mouse played with the cat 
rather than the cat with the mouse. Once more what was to be 
done? Pass a measure making all the subscribers to the Social and 
Pohtical Union civilly liable for the damage committed? Could 
anyone believe that the prospect of trials by the hundred would 
act as a deterrent? Pass a Bill in one clause absolving the prison 
authorities from all responsibihty for the lives of prisoners who 
refused to take nourishment? Was it certain that any of the 
prisoners would recoil from sacrificing her life? On Derby Day 
in 1913 they had seen a suffragette adopt a new form of propa- 
ganda by action, throw herself beneath the feet of the horses and 
die from the wounds received. In the case of Miss Davidson on 
Derby Day 1913 feminist fanaticism was still confined to volun- 
tary martyrdom. But when the suffragettes placed a bomb in a 
church, set fire to a house or fired at a train in motion, though 


^ 3 Geo, Cap, 4: An Act to provide for the Temporary Discharge of Prisoners whose 
further detention in prison is undesirable on account of the condition of their health. 
(Prisons [Temporary Discharge for III Health] Act, 1913.) 
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they took care that the church or house was empty, and the train a 
goods train, they were playing a dangerous game. Who could be 
certain that some zealot might not soon commit a murder ? At the 
annual congress of the Union of Teachers in April 1914 when it 
refused to pass a motion in favour of women suffrage Miss Hewitt 
of East Ham declared amidst uproar that ‘the power of tyranny’ 
was ‘tempered by assassination’.^ A painful conflict was in process 
between British toleration and the fanaticism of the suffragettes. 
Not to have prevented the latter was a defeat for the former. 
And now what could be done to avoid further defeats ? Yield and 
grant the franchise to women as though the methods employed 
by its supporters had been legal? That would be to capitulate to 
violence, to pay tribute to revolutionary fanaticism. Repel viol- 
ence by violence. Even if successful would that be a victory? 
Would it not rather be a defeat, an admission that the Russian not 
the British methods of government were the right ones? Wait 
and by employing a minimum of repression attempt to exhaust 
by patience this strange frenzy, unprecedented in the history of 
modern England ? Was it certain that it would be exhausted? The 
evil certainly showed no sign of diminution in July 1914. Never 
had acts of violence and incendiarism been more frequent. 


Ill THE IRISH REVOLT 

I 

When the summer of 1914 opened, the threat of a general 
strike called by the Triple Alliance of the miners’, railwaymen’s, 
and transport workers’ unions weighed on England. But the alarm 
felt was due to memory of the disorders which had occurred in 
1911. For the moment the labour unrest was certainly less grave 
than it had been three years before. The suffragist agitation on the 
contrary was more irritating, more pestering than ever. But if it 
contributed to the general unrest, and if the changes of which it 
was apparently the symptom were perhaps the most profound 
which society was undergoing, these disorders were a source of 
embarrassment rather than a serious threat to the Government. 
It was in Ireland that the general anarchy was on the point of 

* The Times, April 17, 1914. 
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degenerating, had indeed begun to degenerate, into civil -war. To 
understand the origin of the crisis there is no need, as in the case of 
the feminist agitation, to delve into past history. For this was not 
an agitation which sprang suddenly upon the world of politics. 
How many times already had Irish liistory, while remaining ob- 
stinately apart from the current ofEnghsh, hampered and poisoned 
the latter? We have already related the course of events to the day 
when the Liberal Government shortly before Campbell-Banner- 
man’s death had been confronted on the one hand with the defeat 
of its Irish Council Bill, on the other with the failure at least par- 
tial of the attempt made by the late Unionist Government in 1903 
to transfer gradually and peaceably the entire soil of Ireland to the 
native tenants. 

During the years which followed, the Nationahst party re- 
mained faithful to its poHcy of aUiance with the Liberals, awaiting 
a favourable opportunity to summon the latter to honour a long 
standing pledge and grant Home Rule to Ireland. We have told 
the story of the crisis wliich followed the rejection of Lloyd 
George’s great Budget by the House of Lords and pointed out that 
the two General Elections of January and December 1910 had 
apparently made the Irish masters of tlie situation. When the ses- 
sion of 1912 opened, the Government was free to pass the Home 
Rule Bill tlirough the House of Commons by the disciplined 
combination of Liberals, Labour members, and Nationalists and 
this once done could defy a House of Lords now rendered power- 
less. But to understand the details of the crisis which ensued we 
must discover what authority John Redmond and his party pos- 
sessed in Ireland at a moment when their influence in the British 
Parliament was in the ascendant. 

The first enemies with whom Redmond had to contend were 
the moderates led by WiUiam O’Brien who had helped Gerald 
Balfour and after him George Wyndham to pursue, while the 
Unionists were in office, their pohey of ‘devolution’. But O’Brien’s 
party had been weakened by the invincible hostihty the Ulster 
Protestants displayed towards the attempts at conciliation made 
by the Tory Cabinet and still further by the Liberal victory at 
the Election of 1906. Once more hopes were kindled in Ireland 
of concessions which would far exceed the offers made by certain 
English Conservatives and would not stop short of complete 
autonomy. It was in vain that O’Brien attempted to exploit 
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against Redmond the defeat of the Irish Council Bill and his 
acquiescence in the failure which had befallen the Land Act of 
1903. Instead of accepting with an ill-concealed dehght the defeat 
of a measure which he continued to defend warmly and persisting 
in its claims for immediate and complete Home Rule the Nation- 
ahsts, he maintained, should have accepted the Irish Council Bill 
and in return have demanded that the EngUsh taxpayer should 
provide the funds necessary to bring back into operation the Land 
Act of 1903 . As we have already seen he had been finally compelled 
to surrender to Redmond. But was the surrender unconditional? 
The terms of ‘reconcihation’ contained a clause, the second, 
which laid down that ‘it was the duty of the Nationalist represen- 
tatives of Ireland, while striving incessantly for Home Rule, to 
devote themselves earnestly to working for every measure of 
practical amelioration which it might be possible to obtain for her 
people from either Enghsh party, or from both,’ and it could be 
interpreted as a concession to O’Brien’s opportunism. The clause 
enumerated among the most urgent reforms, a settlement of the 
University question satisfactory to Cathohes, measures to hasten 
the expropriation of the landlords, and a reduction of taxation. If 
Redmond and his followers, having torpedoed the Irish Council 
Bill, failed to obtain satisfaction on any of these points, it would 
be a proof that their method was the wrong one and O’Brien’s 
more effective. 

For the moment the third question did not come before Parha- 
ment. As we shall shortly see, its aspect had been completely 
changed by the passing of the important measures of social reform 
in 1908 and 1911. But this was not the case with the two former, 
particularly the University question, and it was a triumph for the 
reunited Nationahst party, a defeat therefore for O’Brien, when 
in 1908 the Government introduced a Bill calculated to give final 
satisfaction both to the Irish Protestants and the Irish Catholics. 
The question had first been tackled by Bryce, who had submitted 
it to the examination of a Committee of nine, which by a majority 
of six to tlu’ee proposed to incorporate all the existing Irish col- 
leges in a single University. It was a solution unacceptable either to 
Trinity College, the citadel of Protestantism in Dublin which was 
not prepared to surrender its independence, or to the CathoHc 
Bishops who wanted a College of their own in the capital on an 
equal footing with the Protestant. The new Bill which Birrell 
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explained in the House of Commons on March 31, 1908, abol- 
ished the ‘Royal University ’of Ireland, made the Belfast College 
which had formed part of it hitherto, a separate university, set up 
a new college in Dublin on an cquahty with Trinity and com- 
pletely distinct from it, and incorporated this new college and the 
colleges of Cork and Galway into a single University. To receive 
State assistance these two new universities, Dubhn and Belfast, 
must be undenominational. Nor could the State grant be em- 
ployed to support a building where any form of worship would 
be carried on or any theological teaching given. But Trinity 
College was undenominational in theory and in practice Protes- 
tant. It was equally certain that the University of Belfast would 
be Presbyterian and the new Dublin University Cathohe, both 
in the composition of its professorial staff and in the spirit of its 
teaching. The sole guarantee of religious neutrality contained in 
the Bill was a provision that the senates of the two universities, 
during the first few years at least, should be appointed by the 
Government, And the Government took care to appoint one 
Catholic among the thirty-five members of the Belfast Senate, 
seven Protestants among the thirty-six members of the Dublin 
Senate. The Irish Bishops had the wisdom to accept a compromise 
which gave them in substance what they wanted. In London 
Liberals and Unionists agreed in approving the Bill and in a few 
months the British Parhament rid itself of a problem which for 
many years had appeared insoluble. 


2 

The question of the Land Act was tackled at the same time.^ It 
was impossible to postpone it any longer. The continuous fall in 
the value of consols made the Act of 1903 increasingly costly to 
operate both to the British Treasury and the Irish ratepayer. The 
Government at first adopted a circuitous route -and its attitude 
appeared to show a determination not to modify but to reinforce 
the agrarian legislation begun in 1903. A phrase in the King’s 
speech of January 1908, as interpreted by the then Chancellor of 
the Exchequer, Asquith, promised a measure to expedite the divi- 
sion of the pasture land into small holdings. The Congested Dis- 

‘ For a bibliography sec Book i, p. 54 n. 
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tricts Acts had already dealt with the problem, but they were 
applicable only within narrow limits and were moreover permis- 
sive. The principle of compulsory purchase of the grazing land 
would be laid down. But almost immediately the Committee 
appointed to inquire into the working of the Land Act of 1903^ 
.reported and the report pointed out that the pubUc finances 
demanded a complete remodelling of its provisions. The Com- 
mittee proposed in substance that to pay for purchases already 
made which could not be undone a limited amount of Land 
Stock should continue to be issued, the landlord whose land 
was being purchased having the right to be paid in Land Stock at 
a rate of ^92 for every nominal ;^ioo. For future purchase it 
proposed a new type of stock at 3 per cent, and since the 3 per 
cent was at par, it was hoped to avoid difficulties arising from an 
eventual depreciation in value. Moreover, to be on the safe side 
and make further provision against this risk the report recom- 
mended that the new shares should never be issued below par, 
and if it should become impossible to maintain this restriction, 
the landowner who wanted to sell should have the right to be 
paid in shares bearing 3 per cent interest on their face value. The 
bounty payable to the purchaser must also be reduced. This 
should be effected by establishing a sliding scale by which the 
cheaper the landlord sold, the higher the bounty he received. On 
the other hand, the annuities to be paid by the tenant purchaser 
must be raised from 3i to 3f per cent of the cost of purchase. A 
Bill was accordingly introduced by the Government in Novem- 
ber. It contained a number of provisions giving effect to the Com- 
mittee’s recommendations^ and others besides. The Treasury 
would be made responsible for the costs hitherto chargeable to 
the Irish ratepayers in virtue of a clause in the Act of 1903 whose 
application had caused such discontent. The relief thus given to 
the ratepayer was estimated at ^7,000,000. The Bill further made 
the Congested Districts Board a body possessed of a legal per- 
sonahty, a ‘corporation’ invested with more extensive powers® 

^ Irish Land Purchase Finance. Report of the Departmental Committee appointed to inquire into 
Irish Land Purchase Finance in Connection with the provision of Funds required for the Purposes 
of the Irish Land Act, 1903, February 18, 1908. 

* With certain modiheadons. For example the aunuides payable by the purchasers were 
raised from 3i to 3-J (not 3g). 

® For further details of these innovations which became law in 1909 sec W. L. Micks, 
An Account of the Constitution, Administration and Dissolution of the Congested Districts Board 
*‘or Ireland from i 891 to 1923 , 1925, pp. 120 sqq. 
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and gave the Estates Commissioners the right to effect under cer- 
tain definite conditions a compulsory purchase of land. 

In November 1908 it was too late for the Bill to be debated 
seriously before the end of the autumn session. But it was reintro- 
duced with hardly any alterations at the beginning of the follow- 
ing session. The two clauses which relieved the Irish ratepayer and 
cstabhshed the principle of compulsory purchase enabled Red- 
mond to support a measure which proclaimed the partial failure 
of that Act of 1903 of which he had been a hearty supporter. For 
John Dillon, who had always been hostile to the Act of 1903, the 
new Statute was a triumph. By accepting the Bill of 1903 Red- 
mond had surrendered to O’Brien. By accepting the Bill of 1909 
he surrendered to Dillon. The Bill passed after debates spread 
over considerable intervals and never heated.^ The battle over 
Lloyd George’s Budget had opened, attention was elsewhere. 
O’Brien however did not resign himself to the failure of a 
measure which he regarded as in a sense his own work. The Com- 
mittee’s report had scarcely been pubhshed when he called a 
meeting at Dublin of the parliamentary party to demand a mixed 
conference between representatives of the party and representa- 
tives of the landlords at which an attempt would be made to 
devise, in opposition to the Government’s solution, a solution 
more favourable to Irish interests. Defeated by forty-two votes 
to fifteen he attempted to do alone what he had failed to do in 
collaboration with the entire parliamentary group, and called for 
on August 5, 1908, a large meeting of representatives of the tenants 
and the landlords, who appointed a joint deputation to lay before 
the Enghsh Government the grievances of those Irishmen who 
wnshed to maintain the essential provisions of the Land Act of 
1903. The deputation obtained nothing. O’Brien was howled 
down at a National Convention held in Dublin on Feburary 9, 
1909, and feeling liimself irretrievably defeated he shortly after- 
wards resigned his membership of the party and of Parliament. 
But it was not long before he returned to his favourite strategy 
of setting up an organization in opposition to the NationaHsts and 
he founded an All for Ireland League to oppose his old foundation, 
the United Irish League, of which Devlin had taken possession. 
He found a valuable helper in a leading business man of Dublin, 

^ 9 Edw. 7, Cap, 8 : An Act to amend the Law relating to the Occupation and Owner- 
ship of Land in Ireland and for other purposes relating thereto (Irish Land Act, 1909). 
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W. M. Murphy, who had quarrelled with the NarionaUst leaders 
and had founded in opposition to their Freemans Journal, a rival 
paper, the Irish Independent, which had already become a serious 
rival to the former. He found another in Tim Healy, an inveterate 
schismatic, who after leading an ultra-CathoHc group had for 
some years past been drawing closer to O’Brien’s moderates. He 
denounced the bad faith of Dillon whom not without good rea- 
son he regarded as the author of the new pohcy pursued at present 
by the official party. If Dillon accepted the Land Act of 1909 it 
was not astonishing. Had he not always hated the Land Act of 
1903 ? Had he not done his utmost in his county of Mayo to pre- 
vent it from being successfully worked?^ With greater success 
O’Brien exploited against Redmond and Dillon the unpopu- 
larity of the 1909 Budget. Not only was Ireland, as we have seen, 
protectionist and on this point in agreement with the Enghsh 
Unionists, but the increase in the duty on spirits aroused strong 
opposition throughout the towns and country districts of Ireland. 
At the General Election he won an initial triumph by securing the 
return of eleven members in County Cork on his programme 
of pohtical concihation and economic reform. 

According to O’Brien and his followers the most urgent reform 
was not political separation from Great Britain but the transfor- 
mation of the rural proletariat into a population of small peasant 
holders and the Land Act of 1909 would, he contended, have the 
effect, perhaps designed by its authors, of bringing to a standstill 
the great movement of land purchase in process since 1903. Was 
his contention borne out by the facts ? The statistics are not easy 
to interpret.^ For in 1908 and 1909 when everyone expected a 
measure which would make land purchase less profitable to ven- 
dor and buyer alike there had been such a rush to purchase land 
on the terms laid down by the doomed Statute of 1903 that in any 
case a reaction during the next few years was inevitable; and it 
was certainly no small measure of success for the land purchase 
scheme that when the War broke out two-thirds of the arable land 
had already changed hands. In any case after this shght success at 
the Election of January 1910 O’Brien’s influence steadily declined. 

1 Captain D. D. Shecham, Ireland since Parnell, pp. 188-9. 

* Sec the divergent conclusions reached by Erskmc Childers, The Framework of Home 
Rule, p. 314. Justin Phillips, The New Peasant Ireland, i. 'Land Purchase* {The Irish Review; 
a monthly magazine 0/ Irish Literature, Art, and Science, February 191 3 » vol. ii, pp. 635 sqq.). 
The Land Purchase Deadlock (March 12, 1913; vol. iii, pp. 81 sqq.). 
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In a Parliament in which the Unionist and Liberal forces were 
evenly balanced the seventy-three official Nationalists were 
masters of the situation, the true victors of the Election and we 
have seen how during the ensuing months Redmond’s authority 
steadily increased. He doiTiinated the debates in the House of 
Commons, and brought about the failure of the joint Liberal and 
Unionist conference which for several months caused him serious 
anxiety. The December Election followed. O’Brien had hoped to 
win twenty seats. But he could put no more than twelve candi- 
dates in the field, among them an English Tarift' Reformer, and 
kept only eight seats, all in the district of Cork. Throughout the 
United Kingdom the position of the parties remained unchanged. 
Redmond was stiQ in a position to dictate liis terms to the Cabinet. 
And the December Election had broiiglit him the further gain of 
a formal undertaking by the Liberal and Labour members to 
introduce a Home Rule Bill in the new Parliament. The opposi- 
tion of the House of Lords was no longer serious, since it was 
paralysed from the outset by the Parliament Bill passed in 1911. 
In 1913 the Government brought in a Land Bill which, if it had 
passed, would have given new vigour to the movement to expro- 
priate the landlord. But it was a mere formality introduced at the 
close of the Session.^ And though it was reintroduced in 1914, it 
was once more a formahty. It was soon dropped.^ Dillon con- 
tinued his campaign against the policy of conciliation pursued by 
the followers of Lord Dunraven, Sir Horace Plunkett, and 
O’Brien,^ and under liis influence, favoured as it was by the situa- 
tion, the official party succeeded in concentrating the entire atten- 
tion of the masses in Ireland on the single question of Home Rule. 
The methods advocated by O’Brien and his friends were presen- 
ted as out of date. There must be no longer any suggestion of 
going to Westminster cap in hand to beg the ahns of a few imme- 
diate material benefits. The day was at hand when an independent 
Parliament in Dublin would deal with the land question as it 
pleased. 

^ H. of C., July 21, 1913 {Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1913, 5th Scries, vol. Iv, 
pp. 1722 sqq.). 

^ H. of C"., July 20, 2T, 22, 1914 (ibid., Commons 1914, vol. bev, pp. 208, 261, 428). 

* ‘Some Phases of the Irish Qucsdoii’ (Round Table, March 1912, pp. 332 sqq. Round 
Table, June 1913, p. 509). Sidney Brooks ‘Aspects of the Irish Question’ (Fortnightly Review, 
November 1911; New Scries, vol. xc, pp. 826 sqq.). See also the obituary notice of John 
Dillon in The Times, August 10, 1927. 
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To sum up: When in 1911 the battle between the two Houses 
ended, Redmond had nothing more to fear from O'Brien. But in 
another quarter the horizon was perhaps not so clear and dangers 
threatened which might one day prove serious. By his unyield- 
ing attitude on the question of Home Rule and his opposition 
to a policy of compromise Redmond, who, if he had ever 
been a revolutionary, was a revolutionary no longer, put himself 
at the mercy of the revolutionaries. It was all very well for him 
to promise that the Protestants would have nothing to suffer from 
Home Rule. He was the ally, indeed the leader, of all the Catholic 
zealots in Ireland.^ And though he had been moulded by the 
civilizing influence of twenty years of Parliamentary life, the fact 
remained that he was identified with the United Irish League 
which Devlin had wrested from O'Brien and wliich as soon as 
the Land Act of 1909 had been passed had revived the campaign of 
agrarian outrages. If his policy were in the end defeated in the 
British Parliament, could he without losing liis popularity at a 
stroke accept the defeat, even temporarily, now that the consti- 
tutional barrier to the passing of a Home Rule Bill had been re- 
moved? And if he did not accept it, on what grounds could he 
counsel prudence when the Irish called upon him to lead a revo- 
lutionary movement? 

In fact, the policy of extreme courses never dead in Ireland was 
acquiring at tliis time fresh vigour. For the reasons mentioned 
above the year 1909 had been to a certain extent propitious to 
O’Brien and his following. In 1910 the situation was reversed 
and in the reaction against O’Brien's policy of moderation Red- 
mond ran the risk of being himself outstripped and charged with 
being too moderate. The submission of the question of the House 
of Lords to a conference composed of Liberals and Unionists in 
equal numbers from which the Nationalists were excluded was 
calculated to alarm the latter. Then strange rumours got abroad 
of what was happening, if not at the conference itself, at least in 
its purlieus. Certain of its members, it was reported — Balfour was 

^ Sec Redmond’s remarks in a conversation with Wilfred Scawen Blunt on February 
13, 1910: 'In Ireland the defeat of the Govcrninent would be hailed with delight. There 
will be bonfires lit on every hill in Ireland. The alliance with the Liberals was very un- 
popular and the people wanted a fighting policy again for Home Rule.* (Wilfred Scawen 
Blunt, My Diaries, vol. ii, p. 301.) 
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mentioned on the Unionist side, Lloyd George on the Liberal — 
had been attracted by the idea of applying this method of a com- 
mittee of conciliation which had just settled the problem of the 
unification of South Africa and might perhaps settle the conflict 
between the two Houses, to the problem of the relations between 
Great Britain and Ireland. Why should it not be examined by 
anotlier conference of similar composition? Might it not be pos- 
sible to devise by amicable negotiations a solution which would 
satisfy the desires of the Irish and the interests of the British people ? 
The sessions of Parhament were congested by the constantly in- 
creasing number of questions whose settlement was urgent. Why 
not remedy the congestion by setting up subordinate Parliaments 
not only in Ireland but in Scotland, Wales, and England itself? 
When this Home Rule All Round was in operation the work of 
the Parliament of Westminster would be confined to matters 
which concerned the United Kingdom and the Empire as a whole, 
fiscal questions, foreign pohtics, the army and navy. A number 
of speeches dehvered by Liberal politicians at public meetings 
suggested that they found this programme attractive. In July 
Birrell hinted at the possibihty of incorporating Irish Home Rule 
in a wider scheme of imperial federation.^ At this juncture a 
Scottish National Manifesto informed the public that a National 
Scottish party was in existence at least in embryo.^ In his youth 
Lloyd George had been a Welsh NationaHst of a sort, and a 
speech he dehvered in September showed that he had not changed 
his views.® Moreover in October the Conservative Press, as 
though in obedience to an order from headquarters, adopted a 
concihatory attitude towards the Irish Nationalists.^ And when 
Redmond who was travelling in the United States, in an inter- 
view which he gave on October 4 to the New York correspon- 
dent of the Daily Express, expressed himself in terms which could 

^ Speech at the Eighty Club, July 25, 1910: ‘To drag Ireland in the wake of England was 
downright stupid policy. He beheved that federation beginning here at home, as it was 
called, was ripening for rapid and speedy decision. Such a federation once established 
would be able to find room for our Domimons, overseas as and when they wished to come 
in. We should then have a truly Imperial Parliament.’ 

* Speech at the Eighty Club, July 25, 1910. Cf. the Master ofEUibank’s speech at Bel- 
fast, October 18, 1910. In 1913 a Government of Scotland Bill setting up in Scotland a system 
of Home Rule or of devolution at least passed the formality of a second reading in the 
House of Commons (H. of C., May 30, 1913 ; Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1913, 5th 
Series, vol. liii, pp. 471 sqq.). 

® Speech at Ccfnddwysam Chapel, September 20, 1910. 

* Sec in particular the Observer, October 16 and six articles in The Time^ signed Pacificus 
on 'The Constitutional Conference’. October 20, 22, 24, 28, 31 and November 2, 1910. 
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be interpreted only as an acceptance of the programme of Home 
Rule All Round^ it looked for a moment as though the politicians 
of all parties were prepared to overrule popular passions and effect 
an amicable settlement of the question of Home Rule. But it was 
not long before these passions once more gained the upper hand. 

The Ulster Unionists called upon their English confreres not to 
yield an inch^ and the attitude of the Conservative Press towards 
the Irish question once more became adamant. On the opposite 
side Redmond was compelled by his party to disavow the words 
put into his mouth by the Daily Express.^ His attitude, he declared, 
was the same as Parnell’s had been. The programme of devolution 
was dead. He had no objection to raise if the imperial Parliament 
having granted Home Rule to Ireland, proceeded to extend it to 
Scotland, Wales and England but he refused to wait for Irish 
Home Rule until the distant day when it might adopt such a far- 
reaching solution. Possibly Redmond in 1910 as in 1907 adopted 
tliis uncompromising attitude against his personal inclination. The 
extremists took exception to a speech he delivered at Waterford 
on November 27 in which he asked for a ParUament ‘elected by 
the Irish people, with an Executive responsible to it, and with full 
control over all purely Irish affairs’. Parnell, it is true, had accepted 
the formula, but it was no longer sufficient for men determined 
to take nothing less than an immediate grant of complete auto- 
nomy. 


4 

We might be tempted at first sight to regard Sinn Fein as the 
centre of this new extremist agitation.* This however would be to 
misconceive the character of the party. Sinn Fein which lacked, as 
it has always lacked, a great leader was a group of eccentric intel- 


' Daily hxpress, October 5, 1910. 

“ Meeting of the Joint Committee of the Unionist Association of Ireland, Dublin, 
October 18, 1910. • 

® Daily Express, October 18, 19, 1910. We should observe however that in an article 
published at this very time in MacClurc's Magazine of New York and Nash*s Magazine 
of London (Sec below p. 541 n ) Redmond while claiming for Ireland the status of a 
dominion expressed his willingness to leave the customs in the control of the imperial 
Parliament, 

* For this revival of extremism in Ireland see Captain H. B. C. Pollard late of the Staff 
of the Chief of Police, Ireland, The Secret Societies of Ireland. Their Rise and Progress, 1922. 
R. M. Henry, The Evolution of Sinn Fein, 1920, pp. 87 and 90. Captain D. H. Shccham, 
Ireland since Parnell, 1921, pp. 253 sqq. 
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lectuals, who refused to commit themselves to any definite 
strategy. They did not object in principle to an armed rising but, 
since an insurrection had no chance of success, unless England 
were absorbed in the conduct of a war abroad, the question was 
for the moment of purely academic interest. The novel tactics 
which in 1906 and 1907 they had loudly and most unsuccessfully 
advertised were a kind of peaceful strike by which Ireland would 
organize her own pubhc life and without violence withdraw 
from the operation of English law. They had however consistently 
maintained that if at any time the Nationahsts should be once 
more, as in the days of Parnell, masters of the parliamentary situa- 
tion and in a position therefore to compel the British Parliament 
to concede Home Rule they would have no objection to the 
employment of this constitutional method. But in 1910 these 
conditions seemed to have been fulfilled and Siim Fein officially 
declared that until further notice they would put no obstacles in 
the way of Redmond and his followers. For tliree or four years 
therefore Sinn Fein was for all practical purposes non-existent.^ 
When later on it re-emerged it was a Sinn Fein rejuvenated and 
transformed by the influence of an extremist movement which 
came into being about 1910 and had originally no tiling in com- 
mon with Sinn Fein. For though the latter had been founded at 
the centenary of tlie 1798 rebeUion it was not a repubhean group. 
It merely refused to regard the Act of Union of 1800 as legal and 
demanded a return of the constitution of 1782. But that constitu- 
tion had been neither republican nor democratic, and Griffith's 
‘Hungarian' policy was prepared to accept an English monarch 
and an Irish aristocracy. At the outset the Sinn Feiners regarded 
with disfavour the birth of a movement both republican and 
revolutionary. 

The new movement was led by two groups. The first of these, 
purely repubhean, dated from the foundation in the autumn of 
1910 of a paper appearing every two months called Irish Freedom, 
Saoirseacht na h-Eireann which set out to make Sinn Fein republi- 
can by reviving the old Fenian party the Irish Repubhean Brother- 
hood. The latter, discredited by the acts of violence of which its 
members had been guilty, its alhance with Parnell, and condem- 

^ ‘From 1910 to 1913 the Sinn Fein party was looked on as a negligible association of 
cranks’ (Captain H. B. C. Pollard, The Secret Societies of Ireland, p. Ii8). ‘From 1910 to 
1913 the Sinn Fein movement was practically moribund* (W. A. Philipps, The Revolution 
in Ireland, 1906 - 1923 , p. 88). 
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nation by the hierarchy, had finally joined Sinn Fein in 1906- It 
was as a revolt against what was already termed the old Sinn 
Fein that it sprang once more into Hfe. Its heroes were Wolfe 
Tone^ and Robert Emmet the leaders of the 1798 rcbelUon, its 
directing group was called the Wolfe Tone Club, and John Mitchel 
and John OXeary the conspirators of i860. The movement was 
undenominational. Its leaders proposed ‘to substitute the com- 
mon name of Irishmen for that of Catholic or Protestant’. The 
objective of the Brotherhood was an Irish Repubhe, its method, 
violent revolution. It therefore soon made common cause with 
the Irish Socialist party which had already been in existence for 
fourteen years. 

We have already had occasion to speak of the foundation in 
1896 of this party, at once repubhean and Socialist, by an excep- 
tionally hard-headed Irishman, Connolly. We have also related 
how in this critical year 1910, Connolly returned from a lengthy 
sojourn in America, and brought back with him the principles 
novel to himself and other agitators of the United Kingdom which 
he had borrowed from the Industrial Workers of the World and 
the French Syndicalists, And we have seen how in the person of 
Larkin the Irish Sociahst party obtained wliat the other political 
groups lacked, a leader who in his ascendancy over the masses 
resembled O’Connell and PameU. But we perhaps laid undue 
emphasis on the opposition between its programme of social 
revolution and the programme of national emancipation pursued 
by Redmond and Devhn. It is true that it had the entire National- 
ist Press against it, that Devlin attempted without very much suc- 
cess to organize ‘sane’ trade unions in opposition to the frenzy of 
Connolly’s great union, tliat the bishops distrusted it and shortly 
declared open war against it.^ But aU this must not blind us to the 
fact that the leading opponent of Larkin and Connolly during the 
Dublin strikes was Murphy, an opportunist and friend of O’Brien, 
whom Redmond and Devlin regarded with Uttle favour. Nor 

^ The nationalist R. Barry O’Brien published in 1903 a new edition of Wolfe Tone’s 
autobiography which he prefaced by a glowing panegyric. ‘The overthrow of cstabHshed 
government is a serious affair. The man who attempts it must be judged not only by the 
intrinsic justice of his cause but b/ the practical character of his plans. . . . Was there hope 
of success? This is the first ciuestion.' The introduction concluded with the ambiguous 
words: ‘We live in better times and brighter prospects still are dawning on us’ (pp. xxix, 
XXX, xxxi). Did O’Brien mean that the times were better because violent methods were 
no longer necessary or because rebellion had now a hkelihood of success? 

* J. M. Hone, 'James Larkin and the Nationahst Party’ {Contemporary Review ^ December 
1913 ; vol. civ, pp. 784 sqq.). 
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must we forget that if Larkin and Connolly were hostile to Sinn 
Fein it was because in their opinion it was anti-Sociahst, undemo- 
cratic, and even, since it was prepared to accept an English 
monarch, unpatriotic.^ They wanted a violent revolution to free 
the Irish worker at a single blow from the yoke of capitahsm and 
England.^ Should circumstances ever arise in which an armed 
rising had any prospect of success, they alone would have the 
desperate courage to hazard it. They might indeed prove its vie-/ 
tims and others reap the fruits. But they would at least be its| 
agents and heroes. 


5 

We must now return from Dublin to London and attempt to 
discover from the pubUc utterances of the poUtical leaders on 
what points the British ministers were in agreement with the 
Nationahst leaders. When Redmond speaking in the House of 
Commons demanded a measure ‘giving to the Irish people the 
legislative and executive control of all purely Irish affairs',® he 
was simply repeating almost verbally the terms of the pledge 
Campbell-Bannerman had given in November 1905 a few days 
before Edward VII invited him to form a government. Campbell- 
Bannerman had announced his intention of placing ‘the effective 
management of Irish affairs in the hands of a representative Irish 
authority’,* and Asquith on the eve of the Election of January 
1910, while exphcitly safeguarding the indestructible supremacy 
of the imperial Parliament, had pledged himself to set up in 
Ireland ‘a system of full self-government in regard to purely Irish 
affairs’.® But in the speeches delivered by these three statesmen — 
even by Asquith in spite of the misgivings, which, as everyone 

^ See in the first number of Larkin’s paper. The Irish Worker and People's Advocate, his 
judgment of Smn Fein : ‘A party or group wliich, while pretending to be Irish of the Irish 
insults the nation by trying tp foist on it not only imported economics based on false prin- 
ciples, but which had the temerity to advocate the introducrion’of foreign capitalists into 
this sorely exploited country. Their chief appeal to the foreign capitalists was that they 
should have freedom to employ cheap Irish labour.’ 'For eleven years these self-appointed 
prophets and seers have led their army up the hill and led them down again and would 
continue to so lead them, if allowed, until the leader was appointed King of Ireland under 
the Constitution of 1782.’ (Quoted by R, M. Henry, The Evolution of Sinn Fein, p. 92.) 

* James Connolly, Labour in Irish History, 1910. The Reconquest of Ireland, 1911 (collected 
in a single posthumous \ olume entitled, Labour in Ireland, 1917). 

* H. of C., March 30, 1908 (Parliamentary Debates, 4th Series, vol. clxxxvii, p. 116). 

* Speech at Stirling, November 23, 1905. 

‘ Speech at the Albert Hall, December 10, 1909. 
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knew, he entertained in regard to Home Rule — another formula 
made its appearance calculated to encourage the Irish to entertain 
more ambitious hopes. In 1907 Campbell-Bannerman had 
promised the Irish, if he were in a position to carry out his inten- 
tions, the powers that ‘every self-governing colony has’.^ Red- 
mond had seized hold of the formula. ‘What you have done for 
Frenchmen in Quebec,’ he had declared in the House of Com- 
mons in 1908, ‘what you have done for Dutchmen in the Trans- 
vaal, you should now do for Irishmen in Ireland.’^ And when in 
1910 Asquith, repeating the language employed by Campbell- 
Bannerman in 1907, claimed for his Irish policy ‘the sympathy 
of the overwhelming majority of the great Dominions overseas 
who have learned how easy it is to combine local autonomy with 
imperial loyalty’,^ he was no doubt encouraged by the fact that 
at this very time Redmond was employing the same language in 
an article he published in an American review.* ‘We are not 
seeking’, he declared, ‘an alteration of the Constitution or of the 
Imperial Parliament. We are simply asking to be allowed to take 
our place in the ranks of those other parties to the British Empire 
— some twenty-eight of them — ^which are governed, so far as 
their purely local affairs are concerned, by free and representative 
institutions, which are their own.’ It was an ambiguous formula, 
and the ambiguity was perhaps deliberate. It was not the same 
thing to ask for a Home Rule confined to ‘purely local affairs’ 
and an autonomy of the kind enjoyed by the dominions. 

When the principal Colonics had successively obtained parlia- 
mentary self-government the Statutes by which this autonomy 
had been conferred maintained side by side with the Colonial 

^ H. of C., February 12, 1907 {Parliamentary Debates, 4th Series, vol clxix, p. 85). The 
serious implications of the formula did not escape the opposition which protested against 
it next day by the mouth of W. Long a former Irish Secretary under the Umomst Cabinet 
(ibid., vol. clxix, pp. 186-7). 

“H. ofC., March 30, 1908 (ibid., vol. clxxxvii, p. 133). Cf. his conversation with Barry 
O’Brien: ‘I should like to know what Englishmen mean exactly when they ask: “What 
do the Irish want?” We have told them again and again — an Irish Parliament and an Irish 
Executive for the management of Irish affairs. Englishmen ought to know what a Parlia- 
ment means; though from the questions which they ask us, one might suppose that the 
idea was quite new to them. They have their own Parliament; and there are the Parha- 
ments of their Colonies and Dependencies — the Australian Commonwealth, New 
Zealand, The Cape, Canada, the Transvaal, and so forth. An English statesman has plenty 
of examples to study in framing a constitution for Ireland.’ (Barry O’Brien, Dublin 
Castle and the Irish People, 1909, p. 415. Cf. pp. 416, 418, 420.) 

® Speech at Hull, November 25, 1910. 

* ‘What Ireland Wants’ {MacClure's Magazine, October 1910), vol. x;xxv, p. 691. The 
entire article was reprinted in England in the Christmas number of Nash's Magazine. 
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ministers responsible to the local parliament a Governor appointed 
by the British Government and responsible to it. The Governor 
possessed the right to veto on the instructions of the British 
Cabinet, itself obedient to the wishes of the British Parliament, 
measures passed by the parHament of the Colony. But no Gover- 
nor-General has attempted to make use of this right. A free-trade 
England had not even prevented the Colonies from placing duties 
on the importation of foreign and even of British products. In- 
deed, so far as the Austrahan Colonies were concerned it had for- 
mally sanctioned the system by an express enactment.^ Nor had 
London ever attempted to compel the Colonies to contribute to 
the military and naval expenditure of the Empire. It was almost as 
a beggar that the Government of the mother country had asked 
them without very great success for voluntary assistance. No one 
in England dreamt of granting Ireland such a measure of freedom. 
If, however, there was no question of effecting between Great 
Britain and Ireland such a separation as had been made between 
the United Kingdom and a Self-Governing Dominion, was 
England prepared to estabUsh a federal relation between the two 
countries, defined as strictly as the relations between Quebec and 
Ontario in the Canadian federation, or New South Wales and 
Victoria in the Commonwealth of Australia?^ The logic of such 
a step involved that universal Home Rule which, as we have 
already seen at the close of 1910, suggested itself to several states- 
men as a compromise. Short of this there were only such make- 
shifts as had been embodied in the Bills of 1885 and 1893. The 
former had proposed to set up in Dublin a legislature sovereign 
within a restricted sphere wliile reserving all questions which con- 
cerned the Empire as a whole to a Westminster Parliament in 
which the Irish by a glaring anomaly would not be represented. 
The latter envisaged two distinct classes of members in the West- 
minster Parhament. One of these, elected by the constituencies of 
Great Britain, would have the right to deal with all questions 
which did not exclusively concern Ireland, the other fewer in 
numbers than the Irish representatives under the Act of Union 
would have the right to deal with all questions which did not 

^ 36 Vict., Cap. 22: An Act to amend the Law with respect to Customs Duties in the 
Austrahan Colomes {Australian Colonies Duties Act, 1873). 

* ‘Local powers should be given similar to those enjoyed by the Provinces of Canada’ 
(Sir Edward Grey, election address, December 1910). Frederick S. Oliver, What Federation 
is Not, 1912, p. 81. 
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exclusively concern England, Wales, and Scotland. The Irish 
Nationahsts would have nothing to do with a universalized Home 
Rule which would reduce them to the position of a small-subject 
nation, forming part of the United Kingdom on the same footing 
as Wales. But they were prepared to accept without too meti- 
culous a scrutiny of detail any solution which, exphcitly or 
implicitly repealing the Union, left open the future concession, 
sooner or later, of an independence for which the imprudent for- 
mula of Campbell-Bannerman and Asquith permitted them to 
hope, similar to that possessed by Canada, Austraha, New Zea- 
land, and South Africa.^ 


6 

The Government of Ireland Bill introduced on April ii, 1912, 
gave Ireland a Parliament. It would consist of two Chambers. 
There would be a Senate of forty members nominated for eight 
years, in the first instance by the Imperial Government, afterwards 
by the Irish. And there would be a Lower House of 164 members 
to be elected on the existing franchise in the proportion of one 
member for every 27,000 inhabitants, a franchise which the Irish 
Parliament might, if it chose, modify later. The financial powers 
of the Upper House would be limited like those of the House of 
Lords since 1911. In contra-distinction to the English procedure 
the members of either house would have the right to speak in the 
other. Disagreements between the two Houses would be settled 
by a joint session. The Lord-Lieutenant would give the royal 
assent to Bills passed by the Irish legislature, and would have the 

^ For the extension of the Dominion status to Ireland sec Erskine Cliildcrs, The Frames 
work of Home Ride, 1911 especially chap, x, pp. 188 sqq. The Form and Purpose of Home 
Rule, 1912, p. 25. The Home Rulers’ present tactics were to exploit Imperialist sentiment. 
Erskine Chdders, The Framework of Home Rule, 1911, pp. 144-5: 'Unionism for Ireland is 
anti-Imperialist. Its upholders strenuously opposed colonial autonomy and but yesterday 
were passionately opposing South African autonomy. To-day colonial autonomy is an 
axiom. But Ireland is a measure of the depth of these convictions. There could be no 
Empire to idealize if their Irish principles had been applied just a little longer to any of 
their oversea States which constitute the Self-Govermng Colonies of to-day.’ T. M. 
Kettle, The Open Secret of Ireland with an Introduction by J. E. Redmond, 1912, p. 120. ‘The 
incvitablcncss of Home Rule resides in the fact that it is, as one might say, a biped among 
ideas. It marches to triumph on two feet, an Irish and an Imperial foot. If there were m 
Ireland no demand whatever for self-government it would nevertheless be necessary in 
the interest of the Empire to force it on her.’ On the other hand, there is an excellent 
account of the difficulties which the Unionists discovered in the practical application of 
these formulas in A. V. Dicey’s book, A Fool's Paradise. Being a Constitutionalist’s Criticism 
of the Home Rule Bill of 1912 , 1913. 
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right to withhold his assent for whatever period he thought fit. 
On the whole it was a constitution of the colonial type. But the 
powers of the Irish ParHament were made subject to special res- 
trictions. 

They concerned religion in the first place. The Irish Parliament 
was forbidden to establish any denomination or make financial 
grants to it, or favour or penalize anyone for his religious beliefs. 
The recent promulgation by the Vatican of the Ne Temere decree 
which rendered mixed marriages more difficult by pronouncing 
invahd marriages contracted by a Cathohe without the presence \ 
of a priest had caused widespread irritation among Protestants 
and the Bill therefore provided that the Irish Parliament should 
have no power to render the vahdity of a marriage dependent on 
the faith of the parties or the performance of a religious ceremony. 
Of greater importance were the provisions which defined the re- 
lationship between the Irish and Imperial Parliament in such a way 
as to secure the permanent and sovereign interests of the Empire. 
The Irish ParHament would possess no competence in questions 
regarding the succession to the throne, foreign politics, imperial 
defence, the grant of peerages and other honours, coinage or 
weights and measures. Moreover, the Imperial ParHament re- 
served to itself the control of certain branches of the Irish adminis- 
tration itself; provisionally and for six years only control of the 
constabulary; as a temporary measure also, though the Irish Par- 
Hament could not demand its transfer until ten years had elapsed, 
the administration of the measures of social reform recently 
passed by the British ParHament, the collection of taxes, and legis- 
lation dealing with savings banks and friendly societies. And land 
purchase was permanently reserved. The mention of these latter 
reservations has brought us to the problem of the financial rela- 
tions between Ireland and the rest of the United Kingdom. 

The problem was always a dehcate one but its aspect had 
changed of recent years. In the past Ireland could justly complain 
that she was exploited by England. This was the case no longer. 
The heavy burden of the new taxes just imposed by the Imperial 
ParHament fell on the wealthy and Ireland being a poor country 
escaped it. Moreover these taxes had been imposed to defray not 
only military expenditure but also the cost of social services by 
which Ireland benefited very considerably though she had not 
even expressed a desire for them. Old Age Pensions, Labour 
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Exchanges, National Insurance; Ireland, a rural and backward 
country, would never have thought of asking for such services 
if she had not been drawn into tlie orbit of her great industrial 
neighbour.^ Official statistics proved that during the financial 
year 1910-11 Ireland paid taxes to the value of £10,350,000, 
and received in administrative services of every description 
£12,400,000.^ The Bill therefore set up a compheated financial 
system to be in force only so long as the Irish deficit continued. 
The total amount of taxes levied in Ireland, together with a further 
sum which beginning at £500,000 would decrease annually until 
at the expiration of six years it would be fixed at £200,000, would 
be paid into ‘the Irish Exchequer*. Whatever deficit rhere might 
be would be borAe by the Imperial Treasury. It was hoped that it 
would become progressively less. The expenditure on the police, 
at present exorbitant, would diminish when the country had been 
pacified by Home Rule. Old age pensions would become fewer 
as the population continued to decline. And the cost of land pur- 
chase, if for some time to come it must continue to increase, 
would finally be extinguished altogether when the transfer had 
been completed. On the other hand, the yield from taxation would 
become higher if the economic position of the country improved 
and if the Dublin Parliament imposed additional taxation, as the 
Bill permitted, provided no new tariffs were imposed. When at 
last the Irish Budget was balanced another system would be 
adopted.^ 


7 

Since the powers of die new Dublin Parhament were thus 
restricted Ireland, unlike the Colonies, must be given representa- 
tion at Westminster. The Bill provided for forty-two Irish mem- 

^ Stephen Gwynn, John RedmoruVs Last Years, 1919. 

^ Irish Finance. Report by the Committee on Irish Finance, 1912, p. 24. 

® Among the champions of Home Rule were a number of heretics who denied that m 
1911 Ireland profited financially from her umon widi Great Britain (John J. Hogan, Home 
Rule. A Critical Consideration, 1911, pp. 54 sqq.), and others who, while admitting the 
financial advantages of the union, maintained that Ireland should be prepared to sacrifice 
them to secure financial mdcpendencc. T. M. Kettle {Home Rule Finance. An Experiment 
in Justice) 1911 : he even proposed that Ireland should make a contribution to the Empire, 
p. 71. Erskine Childers, The Framework of Home Rule. A Lecture delivered at a Public Meeting 
Convened by the Young Ireland Branch of the United Irish League at the Mansion House, Dublin, 
on March 2 nd, i 912 , pp. 23-4. But the system proposed was too generous to be welcome 
to the official Nationalist party. See Stephen Gwynn, The Case for Home Rule Stated by, 
with a preface by John Redmond, 3rd Edition, 1917. Preface. 
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bers of the Imperial Parliament. But the chiEculties which we have 
just mentioned arose at once and the Bill made no provision for 
dealing with them, Asquith, it is true, in the speech in which he 
introduced the Bill promised a system of Home Rule All Round 
but it would be postponed to a later date and it was unpopular 
with the Irish. Moreover, the financial provisions of the Bill pre- 
cisely because they were so generous — for an indefinite periocl 
Ireland would live on alms from England — ^placed severer restric-l 
tions on Ireland than were placed on any Self-Governing Colony: 
she was expressly forbidden to impose a tariff. The Unionists had \ 
therefore some reason to hope that Irish opinion would prove ’ 
refractory and compel Redmond and his followers to break their 
aUiance with the English Liberals. If they cherished any such 
expectations they were speedily undeceived. The Bill, hke its pre- 
decessors of 1886 and 1893, gave Ireland a separate legislature. 
Moreover, names count for a good deal and Asquith conceded to 
the new Irish legislature what Gladstone had obstinately refused — 
the title of Parliament. When the Convention of the Nationahst 
party met in Dublin on April 24 it gave the Government Bill its 
unqualified and enthusiastic support. The meeting had been 
cleverly staged by Redmond and Devlin. The resolution was 
seconded by the Lord Mayor of Cork, who had just been elected 
to succeed an O’Brienitc. A second resolution expressing the con- 
fidence of the assembly that the official party would introduce the 
necessary amendments into the Bill was seconded by a Protestant 
clergyman. And a Gladstone, a grandson of the great statesman, 
came from England to greet amid enthusiastic applause the dawn 
of the new era. 

The debates in Parhament were prolonged until the end of the 
year. Once, in November, a Unionist amendment to the financial 
clauses of the Bill was adopted, and the Unionists exploited their 
victory for all it was worth. But they were welLawarc that it was 
a mere accident due to a poor attendance of the Liberal and 
Labour members. It was followed by an adjournment which gave 
time for angry passions to calm down and the damage was re- 
paired a week later after violent debates.^ 

A few alterations were made in the Bill by the Government 
itself, of which one at least was important. After the expiration of 

^ H. of C., November n, 12, 13. 1912 {Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1912; 5th 
Series, vol. xliii, pp. 1765 sqq., 1841-1842, 1993 sqq.). 
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five years the Senate would not be nominated by the executive 
but would consist of members elected in a fixed proportion for 
each of the four Irish provinces, a system of proportional repre- 
sentation being adopted to secure the representation throughout 
the country of racial and reUgious minorities — the Cathohe 
minority in the north, the Protestant in the south. The Bill finally 
passed its third reading on January i6, 1913, by a majority of no 
votes. Eleven days later the House of Lords threw it out without 
debating its clauses by 326 to 96 votes. 

If the debates had been lengthy they had not been passionate. 
On the contrary, interest had flagged, and the attendance of the 
public had often been scanty. Other and more pressing matters 
engaged the attention of Parliament and the nation. The iron 
machinery of the ‘closure’, peculiar to the British Parliament, dis- 
couraged all attempts at obstruction. Devised thirty years earlier 
to overcome the obstruction of the Irish members it now enabled 
the Irish Nationalists to crush the opposition of the Enghsh 
Unionists. And the Parliament Bill, employed tliis year for the 
first time, deprived the debates of much of their interest. For only 
urgent questions arouse strong passions. And the question at issue 
was not whether Dubhn would or would not have its Parliament 
within a year. Nor would a decision be reached when the House 
of Lords rejected the Government of Ireland Bill. There would 
not even be an appeal to the electorate to decide the conflict be- 
tween the two Houses. The House of Commons which passed the 
Bill of 1912 was sovereign but its sovereignty could not be made 
effective for a long while to come. It was the first act of a drama 
whose catastrophe lay two years ahead. 

The session of 1913 did not begin until March, since the extra- 
ordinary session of 1912 had extended far into the following year. 
During the session of 1912 two Bills had been passed by the Lower, 
and thrown out by the Upper House — the Irish Bill and the 
Welsh Church Bill. A third, the Franchise Bill, had been provi- 
sionally dropped, hung up by the feminist difficulty before the 
Commons had even debated its clauses. In its place a more modest 
measure was introduced abolishing tlie plural vote. But this Bill 
was a year behind the others and if the House of Lords rejected it 
twice could not pass until 1915, provided no General Election 
were held in the interval. The Cabinet quickly passed the other 
Bills thrown out by the Lords through their second reading in 
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the Commons and asked Parliament to sanction a special proce- 
dure for the third reading. Normally, the third reading of a Bill 
involved the individual discussion of its clauses. Such a discussion 
however would serve no purpose, since to fulfil the provisions 
of the Parhament Act the Bill must be returned to the Lords iden- 
tical in every detail with the measure sent up the year before. The 
Cabinet therefore proposed that at the third as at the second 
reading both Bills should be passed en bloc after a cursory debate , 
which must not exceed, particularly in the case of the Irish Bill, ! 
the limits of a single sitting. Asquith further pointed out that the 
Parliament Bill did not prevent the House of Lords from amend- 
ing the Bill, or the Government from accepting its amendments. 
Clause two of the Parliament Act allowed the Opposition, even 
in the Commons, to suggest amendments which the Government 
might pronounce acceptable and which, if accepted in turn by 
the House of Lords might serve as the basis of a compromise.^ 
But the Unionist Opposition, hostile to any compromise, refused 
to put any ‘suggestions’ forward and the Bill was passed en bloc 
by the Commons, rejected en bloc by the Lords. The debates were 
dreary, drearier even than in the previous year. This was the 
effect of the system set up by the Parhament Act of 1911. The 
second session of a Parhament had become a mere formality, an 
indispensable interlude between the first in which a genuine dis- 
cussion took place, though the effects were too remote to make it 
interesting to the pubhc, and the third, when a decision of the 
legislature already two years old, would be carried into effect and 
the will of the Lords overridden. 

This final stage had been reached when Parliament reassembled 
for the new session in January 1914. The Cabinet after the Bill had 

^ I & 2 Geo. 5, Cap. 13, See. 2(4) : . Provided that the House of Commons may, if 

they tliink fit on the passage of such a Bill through the House in the second or third 
Session, suggest any further amendment without inserting the amendment m the Bill, and 
any such suggested amendments shall be considered by the House of Lords, and, if agreed 
to by that House, shall be treated as amendments made by tlic Hov^e of Lords and agreed 
to by the House of Commons. . . . ’ To complete our account of the applications of the 
Parliament Act we may observe that it could also be employed in terrorem, to induce the 
House of Lords to accept a compromise without the need of recourse to the ‘suggestions* 
for which the Bill made provision. This happened this very year 1913 in the case of a 
Temperance {Scotland) Bill wliich during the previous session had been mutilated by the 
amendments of the Upper House. The Government had announced its intention to drop 
the Bill, reintroduce it in the original form and pass it in this form in 1914 under the provi- 
sions of the Parliament Act if the House of Lords persisted in its attitude. The Bill was then 
passed a second time by the Commons but when it reached the Lords the latter restricted 
their amendments to those accepted by the Government and the dispute was settled by 
the compromise. 
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been passed for the third time by the Commons would possess the 
legal authority to disestablish the Welsh Church and give Ireland 
a Parhament. But was its legal matched by a corresponding moral 
and material authority ? Brought suddenly face to fadfe with facts 
after two years of unreal debate, it was obvious that the Cabinet, 
so far at least as Ireland was concerned, had no confidence in its 
own strength. 


8 

It was not that the Ministry need fear a revolt of British pubhc 
opinion on the question. No doubt the Liberal party lost a certain 
number of seats. But in these cases the Unionist candidate owed 
his return to a split vote between the Liberal and Labour candi- 
dates.^ The discontent which the National Insurance Act aroused 
in the working classes when it came into operation for the first 
time explains these Labour candidatures put forward to exclude 
the Liberal candidate. And the feminists financed them to further 
their cause. Labour headquarters gave a passive consent though 
not without anxiety at the prospect of a breach with the Cabinet 
which formed no part of its pohey. The predominant feeling of 
the general public was boredom. The Liberals, besides the impor- 
tant measures actually introduced, promised universal suffrage 
and a reform of the law of real estate. They spoke also of an edu- 
cation Act and nationahzation of the railways. But they aroused 
no enthusiasm. The Unionists promised conscription, protection, 
and the restoration of the rights of the House of Lords — ^not a 
popular programme. As regards the Irish question, opposition 
to Home Rule was still the fundamental plank of a party which 
for that very reason called itself ‘Unionist*. But the Irish peril was 
no longer, as in 1886 and in 1895, an alarm which aroused the 
masses. Everyone was weary of a tedious problem, sickened by 
the dreary prospect that it might prove insoluble, and ready to 
welcome any solution a statesman might have the good fortune 
to discover. If ill-humour bulked largely in the attitude of the 
public towards pohtical questions, there was also a large measure 
of indifference. There was a nonchalance encouraged by the 

' Midlothian, September lo, 1912; Newmarket, May 16, 1913; Reading, November 
8. 1913: South-West Bethnal Green, February ip, 1914; Leith, February 26, 1914 (the 
seat had been held uninterruptedly by a Liberal since 1832) ; North-East Derbyshire, May 
20, 1914; Ipswich, May 23, 19x4. Cf. Lloyd George speech at Criccieth, June 2, 1914. 
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continuous economic prosperity and the rapid increase of wealth 
in every branch of industry and commerce. And in consequence 
there was much moral anarchy, a spate of luxury and pleasure 
seeking. There was much social and poHtical anarchy also. Labour 
seethed with unrest; the suffragettes raised their slirill war cries, 
and Ulster rebelled in advance against the Government of Ireland 
Act. 

For it was in Ireland that the great, indeed well-nigh insur- 
mountable, obstacle arose to the execution of this Statute accepted 1 
by the electorate of Great Britain. A quarter of its population — \ 
one milhon in four — was Protestant, and these milhon Protestants, 
determined not to endure the yoke of the majority, were not 
scattered uniformly over the island. In Munster and Connaught 
they were an insignificant minority, and in Leinster one in four. 
But in Ulster the situation was very different, hi the west, in 
Donegal and in the south, in the counties of Cavan and Mona- 
ghan, the Catholics constituted five-sixths of the population; 
nearer the centre in Fermanagh and Tyrone they were only a 
little more than half and in the north in Londonderry,^ and in the 
south-east in Armagh the Protestants were in a majority and their 
majority became overwhelming in the east, in Antrim, Down, 
and the city of Belfast. The Ulster Protestants worked hard and 
amassed wealth in their shipyards and linen factories. The firm of 
Harland and Wolff was the greatest firm of shipbuilders in the 
world. It had built the giant liners, the Olympic and the Titanic. 
It was the boast of the population ot Ulster, or rather of its indus- 
trial districts, that they paid three-quarters of the Irish taxation. 
Proud of the example their hard-working community afforded 
to die rest of Ireland they were determined never to amalgamate 
with the race of babblers and merry-Andrews whose follies and 
vices the new school of Irish hterature dehghted, it would seem, 
to depict as though in defiance, a spectacle for the respectable 
Protestants of the north. 

In September 1911, httlc more than a month after the House 
of Lords finally passed the Parhament Bill, Ulster was the scene 
of a vast popular demonstration which united Irish enthusiasm 
and Protestant gravity. 300,000 Irish Unionists assembled to 
express their thanks to Sir Edward Carson, an eminent barrister 

^ Where however the city of Londonderry itself returned a Home Ruler m 1912, giving 
the Home Rulers a majority of one vote in the representation of Ulster. 
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who had become the accredited leader of their party and at 
the same time to give him and his friends a commission to 
draw up a constitution for a ‘provisional government’ of Ulster, 
to come into operation the very day 'a Home Rule Bill of 
any description’ became law. From that moment demonstra- 
tions of revolt against the Irish Government which the Enghsh 
Liberals proposed to set up in Dublin followed thick and fast. In 
January 1912 30,000 men marched past Sir Edward. In April 1912 
at Balmoral near Belfast 100,000 men marched past Bonar Law, 
the official leader of the Unionists in the Commons, the son of a 
l^resbyterian minister, and an Ulsterman by birth who on his 
return to England encouraged the Ulstermen by using, first at a 
public meeting, then in ParUament, the language of civil war.^ 
Finally, a summer marked in Northern Ireland by perpetual 
brawls between Protestants and Catholics was concluded on the 
28th of September by a solemn ceremony at Belfast. After a 
religious service the demonstrators formed a procession. It was 
headed by Sir Edward Carson, the Cromwell of the new move- 
ment. After him was borne an old banner of yellow silk embroi- 
dered with a red star in the centre and Saint George’s cross in one 
corner, reverently preserved in an Ulster family and believed to 
have been carried two centuries earlier in the battle of the Boyne. 
Behind Sir Edward and his banner there followed an army of 
prospective rebels against the application of the Parliament Bill to 
Ireland. Tlicn came Lord Londonderry, Lord Charles Beresford, 
and F. E. Smith, followed by a second army. The procession 
debouched on a pubhc square. At a table set up for the pur- 
pose the demonstrators, 2,000 in number, were the first to sign 
what was called in Biblical language, the Covenant, a pledge 
taken in the presence of God to stand by each other ‘in defending 
for ourselves and our children, our cherished position of equal 
citizenship in the United Kingdom, and in using all means which 
may be found necessary to defeat the setting up of a Home Rule 

^ Speech at Blenheim, July 27, 1912: *lrcland was two nations. . . . The Ulster people 
would submit to no ascendancy, and he could imagine no length of resistance to which 
they might go in which they would not be supported by the overwhelming majority of 
the British people.’ Also H. of C., July 31, 1912: ‘In regard to what I said at Blenheim, I 
am very glad to have an opportumty of repeating it here. ... I said the same thing in 
August a year ago. ... I recognize . . . the difference and the great difference, between 
saying it when 1 was practically a private member and saying it as a leader of the Unionist 
party in this House. I have felt for months that sooner or later it would be necessary for 
me to say die same thing in the clearest and most explicit way.' {Parliamentary Debates, 
Commons 1912; 5th Scries, vol. xli, pp. 2132-2133.) 
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Parliament in Ireland*, and if they could not prevent its establish- 
ment never to recognize its authority. 

The agitation redoubled in 1913 when it became clear that the 
Government intended to carry out its programme and would not, 
as some Unionists had maintained, evade the issue by dissolving 
Parliament before the Commons had passed the Government of 
Ireland Bill for the third time. In July, when the dismal session of 
1913 was drawing to its close a monster demonstration of Carson*^ 
followers at Craigavon in Ulster, in which 150,000 men took part,, 
inaugurated enlistments for the army of ‘Ulster volunteers*. Be-\ 
fore the end of the year 100,000 had enhsted.^ On September 17 
the Ulster volunteers were placed under the command of Lieuten- 
ant-General Sir George Lloyd Reilly Richardson and on the 27th 
all the organs of a prospective provisional government were con- 
stituted. There was an executive committee of seventy-six mem- 
bers; a military council; an Ulster Volunteer Committee; a Legal 
Committee; a Customs, Excise, and Post Office Committee. At 
the same time a public subscription was opened to raise a sum of 
^10,000,000 to provide pensions for the volunteers or their 
their famihes if they were wounded or killed in the course of the 
armed struggle so likely to occur in the near future.^ But the 
leaders seem, at any rate at this period, to have regarded the 
collection of the fund as a diplomatic move rather than a genuine 
insurance against casualties actually expected. They defied the 
British Government to repress a movement which though in 
form a rebellion was in fact a Loyahst movement since it was 
directed against those Irish CathoHcs who had always adopted 


^ It was only at this juncture that the British public learnt of the constitution of this 
army of Ulstermen. But in a country where rebellion seemed everybody’s natural voca- 
tion Ulster had long been preparing to arm. In his Annals of an Active Life (vol. i, pp 
172-3) General Macready mentions a manifesto of the Grand Orange Xodge of Ireland 
dated December 7, 1910, which, while urging the voters to go to the polls at the next 
election, calls upon the Irish loyalists to prepare to fight in the event of a Home Rule Bill 
being passed and adds 'Already steps are being taken to enrol men to meet any emer- 
gency.’ 

® Sir Edward Carson’s speech at Belfast, September 20, 1912: ‘I only want to say “Good 
Bye’’. I shall be longing for the time when I can come back, whether the occasion be for 
peace — 1 prefer it — or to fight, and if it be to fight I shall not shrink. One tiling I feel per- 
fectly confident of is that to-day we have taken a step which has put our enemies into such 
a state of difficulty that they are wondering what on earth they are going to do.* And his 
language at Belfast on November 4, 1913, was even more explicit: ‘He had never had 
riots in his mind at all. All day he had cautioned their people not to risk their lives or 
liberties in fruitless action. What they meant was steady, unflinching, determined and 
continuous obstruction of the law so as to mi^ke government under Home Rule absolutely 
impossible.' 
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the attitude of rebels and whom the English had always regarded 
in that light. 


9 

And in fact the Cabinet began to find its parhamentary triumphs 
a source of embarrassment. What use should it make of the third 
victory in 1914, which nothing could prevent? Already, a year 
before, when the Home Rule Bill was first passed, Lord D unraven 
and the small Irish party in favour of a poUcy of devolution had 
intervened and a member of the Cabinet, Winston Churchill, 
when sketching a scheme of federalism for Great Britain which 
divided the country into as many as twelve separate regions had 
let it be understood that he might be contemplating a similar divi- 
sion of Ireland which would safeguard the autonomy of Protes- 
tant Ulster.^ In 1913 during the long parhamentary recess which 
extended until January attempts at concihation became more 
insistent. 

Lord Lorebum, a former Lord Chancellor, addressed a letter to 
The Times on September ii in which to prevent a civil war in 
Ireland he urged ‘that there should be a Conference or direct 
communication between the leaders’. On October 8 Churchill 
expressed his desire for what he called a settlement by consent or 
by agreement and pointed out that if only the parties concerned 
could be brought to agree, the text of the Parhament Act enabled 
‘far reaching’ amendments to be made in the Government of 
Ireland Bill.^ And Asquith liimself on October 25 while rejecting 
the suggestion of a formal ‘conference’ proposed an ‘interchange 
of views ... for the adjustment of the position of the minority in 
Ireland ’ .3 What was the ‘adjustment’ he had in mind? Was it 
Home Rule for Ulster within Irish Home Rule? Sir Edward 
Grey speaking at Berwick on October 27 seemed to favour that 
solution. That Ulster should be permitted to claim exclusion from 
a Home Rule Ireland either immediately or when sufficieiit time 
had elapsed to prove co-operation impossible? Sir Horace Plun- 
kett suggested a plan of this kind. Or should Ulster, or more strictly 
speaking its Protestant portion, be excluded for a fixed term of 

^ Speech at Dundee, September 12, 1912. 

® Speech at Dundee, October 8, 1913. 

” Address at Ladybank to the East Fife Liberal Association. 
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years, to be incorporated only at a later date when it would have 
had time to become accustomed to the new conditions? The Times 
in November declared that tliis was in fact the plan favoured by 
the Go vcnimcnt. At this juncture conversations were held be- 
tween the leaders of the two great parties, Asquith and Bonar 
Law. No result was reached. Two proclamations issued on 
December 4 forbidding, the first the importation, the second 
the transport along the coast, of arms and munitions, seemed in-, 
tended to recall men’s minds to a sense of realities. It was in vain 
that the speech from the throne on February to, 1914, after 
admitting the failure of the conversations held the previous 
November, insisted on the dangers which threatened the country 
if the problem were not handled ‘in a spirit of mutual concession*. 
Very few traces of such a spirit were visible in Ireland. It was pro- 
posed to liberate a nation and there were two nations, one of which 
refused liberation. In Ireland the passions of the herd, the more 
embittered because they were religious as well as political, clashed 
and the very suggestion of a compromise was absurd. Policy was 
confronted with fanaticism, and parliamentary methods, official 
and unofficial alike, were faced by the stark reality of an incipient 
civil war. 

Asquith, however, decided to put forward a compromise on 
his own initiative, since Bonar Law rejected the suggestion. On 
March 9 he explained his views to the House. He did not propose 
to employ, as he had thought of doing in 1913, the method of 
‘suggestions* for which Clause 2 of the Parliament Bill made pro- 
vision. But simultaneously with the introduction for the third 
time of the Government of Ireland Bill, which must be passed 
without amendment to satisfy the conditions of the Parliament 
Act, he would introduce an Amending Bill wliich passed by both 
Houses would modify the Home Rule Bill as though its provi- 
sions had been incorporated as amendments in the latter. The Bill 
would enable each of the Ulster Counties to decide by a plebiscite 
in favour of exclusion for six years from the operation of the 
Government of Ireland Bill. At the end of the six years these 
counties would automatically be incorporated into a self-govern- 
ing Ireland. This procedure would satisfy the Irish NationaUsts 
who would concede to their adversaries nothing more than six 
years’ respite. But it would also satisfy the Unionists. If, as was 
generally expected, Parhament were dissolved in the autumn, 
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two General Elections would be held before the six years had 
elapsed. The Unionists therefore would have two opportunities 
of appealing to the country, and if the country gave them a man- 
date to do so, of settling the Irish question on a different basis. 
Possibly there were ministers who faced with a secret satisfaction 
the prospect of defeat at the next Election. The Government of 
Ireland Bill once passed they would be glad to see the Irish 
Nationahsts confronted with a Unionist Government. But for 
this very reason perhaps the proposal did not attract the Unionist 
leaders. Moreover, it was confronted by the uncompromising 
attitude of the Ulster Protestants who were not prepared to aban- 
don the rest of Ireland to the Cathohes, unless the latter accepted 
the final, and not merely the temporary, exclusion of Protestant 
Ulster. While using conciliary language they demanded further 
concessions. 


10 

For a moment it seemed as though tlie Cabinet did not object 
in principle to this solution. From the time when at the close of 
1910 he liad appeared to entertain the hope of an amicable settle- 
ment of the Irish question, Lloyd George had maintained a de- 
liberate silence. It was only at this juncture that he intervened 
once more. It was he who secured the assent of Redmond and his 
followers to the temporary exclusion of Protestant Ulster. He 
now again approached Redmond, Devlin, Dillon, and T. P. 
O’Connor and tried to obtain a further concession. They, how- 
ever, refused. They had gone as far as they could without destroy- 
ing their reputation as lush patriots. Then the Cabinet decided to 
brave the opposition of Ulster. On March 14 Churchill spoke at 
Bradford words which seemed irrevocable. ‘There are worse 
things than bloodshed. ... We are not going to have the realm of 
Britain sunk to the condition of the Repubhc of Mexico.’ On 
Monday, March 16, the Prime Minister in more Asquidiian ter- 
minology made it plain that no further concessions would be 
made. And the Secretary for War, Seely, who had succeeded Lord 
Haldane when the latter was made Lord Chancellor in 1912, 
worked out in collaboration with Churchill, the First Lord of the 
Admiralty, what was nothing less than a plan of campaign in 
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Northern Ireland. The army would occupy all munition dumps 
and arsenals, and all strategic positions in Protestant Ulster. A 
small flotilla would be in readiness to transport by sea regiments 
which the railways would refuse to carry. A formidable concen- 
tration of troops would presumably nip any attempt at rebelUon 
in the bud. If, however, Ulster replied to the military occupation 
by an actual revolt, the leaders would be arrested and the insur- 
rection forcibly put down. It was indeed expected that certain 
officers of Ulster origin would find it difficult to obey the orders 
they would receive. Those officers therefore, whose principles 
would be outraged by the repression of the revolt and who could 
not be relied upon to employ the necessary severity, were invited 
to resign their commissions.^ General Gough, who was in com- 
mand of the Third Cavalry Brigade at the camp in the Curragh 
in Ireland, resigned and was immediately replaced. This hap- 
pened on Friday, the 20th. The following day, Lloyd George 
speaking at Huddersfield used even stronger language than 
Churchill had employed. 'We are confronted’, he declared, ‘with 
the gravest issue raised in tliis country since the days of the Stuarts. 
Representative government in this land is at stake. ... 1 am here 
this afternoon on behalf of the British Government to say this to 
you — that they mean to confront this defiance of popular liberties 
with a most resolute, unwavering determination, whatever the 
hazard may be.’ 

But General Gough was not the only officer at the Curragh who 
resigned on March 20. With a few exceptions all the officers of 
both cavalry regiments resigned with him. Against the rebel- 
lion of Ulster the army could be used, but what could be done if 
the army went on strike? Carson informed the King that the 
Cabinet proposed to arrest himself and the other Ulster leaders, 
and that if this step were taken, all the customs houses in Ulster 
would be seized in retahation.^ The King urged caution on 
Asquith, who gladly accepted his advice. The Prime Minister in 
tlie Commons, the Lord Chancellor in the Lords, denied the in- 
tention attributed to the Government of undertaking a mditary 


^ For the text of the instructions given on December i6, 1913, to the generals in com- 
mand of the forces in England, Scotland, and Ireland by the Secretary for War, Seely, see 
Major-General The Rt. Hon. J. E. B. Seely, Adventure, pp. 160-1. 

* Lieutenant-Colonel A’Court Repington, The First World War, 1914 - 1918 , vol. i, 
p. 69 : he repeats Carson’s account of the matter in a conversation v^rith himself on Novem- 
ber 19, 1915. 
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campaign against Ulster. General Gough was summoned to 
London, withdrew his resignation and returned to Ireland bearing 
a written pledge signed by the Secretary for War that the army 
would under no circumstances be called upon to repress by force 
a movement of resistance to Home Rule. When the report of this 
surrender was triumphantly proclaimed by the Unionist Press, the 
Premier denied that the promise had been made or at least had 
received the assent of the Cabinet. Then the Secretary for War 
resigned. In reply, the Chief of Staff, Sir John French, resigned. 
The Secretary for War withdrew his resignation, then resigned a 
second time. What an example for the British proletariat ! Speak- 
ing in the House of Commons J. H. Thomas declared that if the 
negotiations then in progress between the railwaymen and the 
companies failed and a strike broke out in November he would 
bear in mind the lesson taught by the events in Ulster and advise 
the men to arm.^ Under these circumstances Asquith with a cour- 
age universally applauded, yielded to his colleagues’ entreaties 
and took over the functions of Secretary for War. As expert 
Parliamentarian, taking Seely’s place, he made a desperate attempt 
to preserve the semblance of disciphne in the army, wliile as 
Prime Minister he did liis utmost to preserve the semblance of 
legal government in the State.^ 

Ulster had won the first round. A month later it gained a further 
and even more striking victory. When in December a royal pro- 
clamation forbade the importation of arms into Ireland, the 
Ulstermen had replied that it came too late since they already pos- 
sessed all tlie arms they needed. They had proceeded to argue in 
the courts, not always unsuccessfully, that the proclamation was 
illegal, since the Liberal Cabinet had repealed the Crimes Act. 
At the end of April they proved that it was in any case ineffective. 
In the course of a single night to the mystification of the pohee 
and customs officials 40,000 rifles and 1,000,000 cartridges were 
landed at three separate points on the west coast and immediately 
distributed throughout Ulster. Where did this mysterious vessel, 
which under a false name brought the arms and munitions, come 

^ H. of C., March 23, 1914 {Parliamentary Debates, Commons, 1914. 5th Series, vol. lx, 
pp. 80-1) also H. of L., same date, (ibid.. Lords 1914, 5th Series, vol. xv, p. 639.) 

* For the Curragh episode see Major-General The Rt. Hon. J. E. B. Seely, Adventure, 
pp. 166 sqq. General Macready, Annals of an Active Life, vol. i, pp. 176 sqq. Major-General 
Sir C. E. CallwcU, Field-Marshal Sir Henry Wilson, vol. i, pp. 139 sqq. Field-Marshal Sir 
William Robertson, From Private to Field- Marshal, 1921, pp. 193-5. J- A. Spender and C. 
Asquith, Life of Lord Oxford and Asquith, vol. ii, pp. 44-<^. 
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from? It came from Hamburg and the rifles were Mausers.^ Far 
from being ashamed of tliis German aid these rebels, self-styled 
loyahsts, blazoned the fact with a lack of restraint which shows 
how intensely Irish their temper was. They were delighted when 
a prominent German diplomat, Secretary to the German Embassy 
in London, Baron von Kiihlmann, made a lengthy visit to Ulster^ 
and a host of German joumahsts flocked to the scene to keep 
their public in touch with the incipient revolution. If England 
betrayed them, why should not William II prove another William 
of Orange, come hke the former from the Continent to deliver 
them from the CathoHc yoke 


II 

To this further manifestation of anarchy the Government re- 
plied at first by adopting a still more concihatory attitude. Lloyd 
George had disappeared from the scene. He was absorbed in 
piloting tlirough the House of Commons an ambitious and com- 
plicated Budget which imposed extremely heavy taxation and 

^ ‘There was reason to think that the German Government had stopped the traffic in the 
Kiel Canal m order to let the Fanny, the steamer which carried them, get round Denmark 
into the North Sea and so escape the vigilance of the British Navy’ (Richard Durdoii 
Haldane, An Autohhqraphy, p. 269). 

® Captain Shecham, Ireland since Parnell, pp. 273-4. 

® James Chambers, M.P., speech at South Belfast, May 23, 1913 : ‘As regards the future, 
what if the day should come when Ireland would be clamouring for independence com- 
plete and thorough from Great Britain? . . . What side would they take then? (A voice 
“Germany”.) He bound no man to liis opinions. They owed to England allegiance, 
loyalty, gratitude; but if England cast them off, then he reserved the right, as a betrayed 
man, to say “I shall act as I have a right to act. 1 shall sing no longer God save the King” ’ 
... He said there solemnly that the day England cast him off and despised liis loyalty and 
allegiance, that day he would say: ‘England, I will laugh at your calamity, I will mock 
when your fear cometh’ (The Complete Grammar of Anarchy. By Members of the IVar 
Cabinet and their Friends compiled by J. J. Hogan, 1919, p. 37). An utterance by Captain 
Craig, M.P.: 'Germany and the German Emperor would be preferred to the rule of John 
Redmond, Patrick Ford, and the Molly Maguires’ (L. G. Redmond Howard, Sir Roger 
Casement. A Character Sketch without Prejudice, 1916, p. 30). Major F. Crawford speech at 
Bangor, April 29, 1912: 'If they were put out of the Union ... he would infinitely prefer 
to change his allegiance right over to the Emperor of Germany or anyone else who had 
got a proper and stable government.’ (D. Gwynn, Life and Death of Sir Roger Casement, 
p. 1 8 1.) It was more serious to find Bonar Law in open Parliament bestowing on this wild 
talk the semi-official sanction of the Unionist party: 'It is a fact which I do not think any- 
one who knows anything about Ireland will deny, that these people in the North and 
East of Ireland, from old prejudices perhaps more than from anything else, from the whole 
of their past history, would prefer, I believe, to accept the government of a foreign country 
rather than submit to be governed by hon. gentlemen below the gangway’ (H. of C., 
January i, 1913; Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1912; 5th Series, vol. Ixvi, p, 464). 
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was the object of violent attacks.^ But Churchill spoke in Parha- 
ment the language of peace with which Asquith associated him- 
self. And on the other side of the House, Bonar Law and Sir 
Edward Carson himself made proof of considerable moderation. 
Unfortunately, the leaders on both sides always found themselves 
faced with the uncompromising obstinacy of the two factions, or 
rather, the two nations in Ireland. When on June 23 Lord Crewe 
introduced in the Lords the Amending Bill promised by Asquith 
at the beginning of March it was found to contain nothing more 
than the Prime Minister had indicated in his original sketch and 
which the Ulstermen and their allies had from the beginning re- 
fused to accept. Lord Crewe was content to mention incidentally 
that the Government were ready to consider certain amendments. 
The House of Lords replied by introducing into the Bill a series 
of amendments which changed its nature completely. Not only 
did they exclude Ulster without a plebiscite, en bloc, not county 
by county, finally, and not merely for six years but they modified 
the arrangements made by the Cabinet for the government of 
Cathohe Ireland. The supporters of the Government in the Lords 
accepted this declaration of vrar passively and in silence. It was 
always the same impasse. If a Bill satisfied the Irish Catholics, the 
Irish Protestants would rebel against it. If a Bill was acceptable to 
Protestant Ulster and her Enghsli supporters, the Cabinet could 
not accept it without betraying its Irish cUents. In despair, Asquith 
turned to the King. 

The firebrands of the Unionist party had persistently pressed 
the King to intervene. They urged him to refuse his assent to the 
Bill when Asquith submitted it for his signature, or to dismiss 
immediately the Liberal ministers, form a Unionist Cabinet, and 
appeal to the country.^ What did the King himself think? On the 
question of Ireland his personal opinions were those of the Unionist 


^ This is not the place to discuss the details of a Budf^ct which Lloyd George earned 
only in part. We need only say that it exceeded the sum of ,^200,000,000, and presented a 
deficit and moreover that to provide for the increasing deficit of local government finance 
Lloyd George proposed to increase the contributions from the national exchequer to 
the local authorities in the spirit of that system of taxation of land values of which he 
never lost sight and that to make up the national deficit he proposed besides a considerable 
decrease in the sinking fund and an all-round increase of the taxes levied on large fortunes. 
Finally, the Speaker intervened to protest against ihc inclusion in a Money Bill of clauses 
not of a strictly financial character. For the difficulties in which Lloyd George was in 
consequence involved see Book 1 , p. 349. 

“ For these demands see Sir John Mariott’s reflections, The Mechanism of the Modern 
State — a Treatise on the Science and Art of Gouernment, 1927, vol. i, p. 33. 

559 



DOMESTIC ANARCHY 


party. Nor did he consider himself obhged to give his assent to 
the Government of Ireland Bill if it were not accompanied by 
the Amending Bill which the Liberal Prime Minister had himself 
admitted to be necessary.^ But we can well believe that he shrank 
from taking so dangerous an initiative and forcing an appeal to 
the electorate after which it would be no longer as had been the ; 
case four years earlier the veto of the House of Lords, but the I 
veto of the Crown itself wliich would be called in question. ^ It ^ 
was because he was afraid to commit himself that during the last 
few months he had, though reluctantly,^ come forward as a 
mediator. It was he who had approached Asquith and Bonar Law 
in November. It was he who in March acted as an intermediary 
between Carson and Asquitli. Why should he not intervene again 
at the eleventh hour and attempt to secure, in accordance with 
the procedure which had suggested itself to Balfour and Lloyd 
George in 1910, and wliich Lord Loreburn had recommended 
in 1913, the appointment of an ‘impartial’ conference? When 
the Amending Bill reached the report stage — that is to say, when 
the measure as a whole must be put to the vote, an adroit use 
of the rules of procedure enabled Lord D unraven to introduce 
and carry an amendment empowering the King to suspend by 
order in council the operation of the Home Rule Bill until a Royal 
Commission had reported on the constitutional relations between 
Ireland and the other parts of the United Kingdom.^ Lord Morley 
opposed the amendment which he denounced as unconstitutional 
and it was carried in opposition to the Government. Nevertheless, 
Lord Dunraven was simply expressing, possibly in an unaccept- 
able form, a desire to gain time, which the Government shared 
and wliich a few days later it would satisfy by another method. 
On Monday, July 20, after a week of feverish negotiations the 

^ Sir Almeric Fitzroy, Memoirs, June i6, 1914. Lord Morley’s account of an audience 
with King George (vol. ii, p. 552). 

“ Christopher Addison, Politics from Within, 1911-1918, vol. i, pp. 34-6. 

° Mensdorff Dispatch from London, October 10, 1913 : 'King George is so preoccupied 
with the present difficulties of the domestic situation — that is to say, with Ireland and the 
responsibility laid upon the crown by both parties that he seems at the moment to give 
less attention to questions of foreign policy. His Majesty repeatedly complained to me of 
the extremely delicate position in which he was placed and the decisions he was called 
upon to take. No English sovereign, he said, had been confronted with such difficult prob- 
lems. Fortunately he seems determined to maintain a strictly constitutional attitude and to 
resist the constant invitations made to him by members of the Opposition to intervene 
personally in the conflict' (Osterreich-Ungarns Aussenpolitik . . . vol. vii, p. 430). 

^ H. of L., July II, 1914 (Parliamentary Debates, Lords 1914, 5th Series, vol. xvi, pp. 
1135 sqq.). 
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King summoned a conference of which the Speaker was chair- 
man. It consisted of eight members: two Liberals, Asquith and 
Lloyd George; two Unionists, Lord Lansdownc and Bonar Law; 
two Irish Nationalists, Redmond and Dillon; and two Ulstermen, 
Carson and Captain Craig. The Labour party and the Liberal 
Press loudly denounced the Prime Minister’s weakness and pro- 
tested against a procedure which might be interpreted as an en- 
croachment by the Crown upon the prerogatives of Parliament. 
Arthur Ponsonby raised the question in the House of Commons.^ 
‘Republicanism’, declared Ramsay MacDonald,^ ‘is at a discount 
in this country, but, if by the advice of responsible ministers or 
irresponsible court hangers-on the King is going to do something 
against the House of Commons’ liberty, then the flames of Rc- 
pubhean agitation will be ht at once.’ But this doctrinaire opposi- 
tion was indubitably artificial. It was obvious that the King in 
concert with his ministers was making a supreme effort not to 
assert his authority but to escape the necessity of using it, not to 
destroy the British system of parliamentary government but to 
save its imperilled tradition. The effort proved fruitless. The Con- 
ference held four meetings and the fourth, on Friday the 24th, 
ended in an impasse. The question of the treatment to be given to 
the two southern counties of Ireland, Fermanagh, and Tyrone 
where the Catholics were in a majority and the slight Protestant 
minority and the slight Catholic majority were so intermingled 
that it was impossible to separate them, was the point wliich the 
rival fanaticisms, each determined not to compromise with its 
opponent, chose on which to declare agreement impossible.® 
What then was the goal for which Ireland and England were 
heading?^ Two days later another incident of civil warfare took 
place in Ireland more serious than any which had occurred in the 
previous spring. 

^ H. of C., July 22, 1914 (Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1914, 5th Series, vol. Ixv, 
P- 454). 

^ Durham Miners’ Annual Gala, July 25, 1914. 

® For intcresung details of the discussion on this question see Lord Ullswater, A Speaker*s 
Commentaries, vol. i, pp. 163-4. 

* General Macready, Annals of an Active Life, vol. i, pp. 193-4: 'On the 21st of July, 
1914, the abortive conference took place at Buckingham Palace, and on the 24th of July 
I received a note from Mr. Asquith directing me to proceed to Belfast at once. There was 
to be no change from the former policy, troops were to 'sit tight’ and make no moves of 
any kind. If a Provisional Government was proclaimed the consequential proclamation 
by Carson would be awaited to enable the Cabinet to determine their next move. A more 
thoroughly unsatisfactory position for any soldier it is hard to imagine, but the open sup- 
port of the Conservatives by certain senior officers on the active list of the Army made it 
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12 

The scene of the incident to which we allude was not Protestant 
but Catholic Ireland, the neighbourhood not of Belfast but of 
Dublin and to understand the events which led up to it wc must 
go baclt a little. In tclhng the story of these last months of crisis 
we have said very little of the part played by Redmond, for the 
reason that it had been very subordinate. He had accepted the 
Government’s Bill without reservation and obtained for it the 
support of his entire party. That support had ensured the passage 
of the Bill in three successive sessions. Redmond thus found him- 
self as against the Ulster malcontents the representative of British 
constitutionalism and since tliirty years of Parliamentary life had 
perhaps destroyed in him the revolutionary temper, he was 
delighted that under his leadership Cathohe Ireland seemed to 
represent the forces of order against the forces of disorder. His 
position became more difficult when the Cabinet on the point of 
reintroducing the Government of Ireland Bill for the third time 
began to hesitate in face of the resistance of Ulster and to speak of 
compromise. In the teeth of many uncompromising utterances 
he capitulated for the first time in March when he accepted the 
Amending Bill as sketched by Asquith. He capitulated a second 
time in July when together with Dillon he consented to take part 
in a conference whose purpose could only be to explore the pos- 
sibihty of further concessions. But how difficult liis position in 
Ireland had become ! It is indeed surprising that he succeeded so 
long in maintaining his authority almost unimpaired. For at his 
back and without his recognition Cathohe Ireland was following 
a year later the example set by Ulster and was arming. 

The movement seems to have originated among Larkin’s fol- 
lowers during the great strike in Dublin in the autumn of 1913. 
This host of workers mobilized for the strike provided the 
material of a genuine revolutionary army on the Ulster model, 
at once national and sociaUst, which would attempt to set up by 

imperative in my view to see the business through no matter where it might lead.’ To 
what extent the difficulties with which the Government was confronted were increased 
by the fear of ahenating American opinion it is hard to decide in the entire absence of any 
reference to the subject either in the Press or in Parliament. It is however certain that the 
question must havq caused the Cabinet considerable anxiety when it became clear that 
war with Germany was imminent. See Royal Commission on the Rebellion in Ireland 1916, 
Minutes of Evidence, p. 21 : Evidence by the Rt. Hon. Augustine Birrell. 
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force an Irish proletarian republic.^ A Citizen Army was actually 
organized under the patronage of an EngUsh crank. Captain 
White, son of one of the leading British generals who after follow- 
ing for some years his father’s profession had conceived an anti- 
pathy to war and the army and had dabbled one after another in 
all the Utopias, Tolstoyan, Vegetarian, and Communist before 
his conversion to the cause of the Irish revolution. On October 25 
we find liim on the platform of a large pubhc meeting held in 
Dublin where a more ambitious project was discussed — ^nothing 
less than the formation of a huge army of volunteers which, irre- 
spective of social, political, and religious creed, would prepare to 
defend the independence of Ireland. Representatives of Irish 
repubUcanism and Sinn Fein took part in the meeting, and the 
Hibernians and the United Irish League were also represented 
though their representation was smaller.^ Sir Roger Casement 
was also present.^ A Protestant bom in Ulster but of Enghsh 
parentage, he had for some time been in the consular service and 
had taken part in Africa in Morel’s campaign against the com- 
panies exploiting the Belgian Congo. From Africa he had pro- 
ceeded to South America, where his denunciation of the inhuman 
treatment of native labour by the planters in certain districts of 
Brazil had attracted the attention of the British pubhc and earned 
him a Knighthood. He had finally quitted the consular service 
under circumstances about which his enemies circulated damaging 
reports and had become a champion of Irish independence. In a 
series of articles wliich he wrote or inspired for pubheation in the 
Irish Review he advocated an aUiance between Ireland and Ger- 
many in the event of the imminent and inevitable war between 
England and the latter country. A German victory, he maintained. 


} ‘Wc see to-day two main kinds of collective revolt, that of subject races and subject 
classes. They may be (mdeed generally arc) quite distinct. A class may revolt against the 
pressure of a social system, although the race of whicli it forms part has evolved that 
system as part of its character and c^ture. Or a race may revolt without formulating any 
distinct class protest. The race revolt is an affair of the surface consciousness, concerned 
with the modification or reconstruction of external conditions Where the two revolts 
unite in one the whole National Being is engaged.' (Captain White, The Significance of 
Sinn Fein, 1918.) Quoted by the writer himself on page 246 of a work entitled Misfit in 
which he tells the story of his inconsistent and incongruous career. Sec further for the 
history of the Citizen Army P. O. Catharaigh, The Story of the Irish Citizen Army, 1919. 

* W. A. Phillips, The Revolution in Ireland, 1923, pp. 68-9. D. D. Shedham, Ireland since 
Parnell, 1921, p. 279. 

" L. G. Redmond Howard, Sir Casement. A Character Sketch without Prejudice, 1916. 
Denis R. Gwymi, The Life and Death of Roger Casement, 1930. Casement’s writings were 
collected and published at Mumch in 1917 under the title Gesammelte Schriften. 
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would mean for Ireland complete independence or at the least 
independence under a German protectorate.^ 

The organization of the Irish Volunteers inspired by Casement 
made rapid progress. By December their numbers were 1,850. 
At the beginning of the foUowing June there were more than 
100,000 volunteers with 630 training centres. The movement was 
governed from Dublin and was under the despotic control of a 
Committee of twenty-five in which the representatives of the 
parhamentary party were an insignificant minority. It was an 
organization Ukely to have proved dangerous to the Nationalists 
if it remained in the hands of extremists anxious to destroy 'the 
authority of Redmond and his followers. In fact, it achieved si^ch 
rapid progress during the summer of 1914 because in May Red- 
mond ordered his party to join en masse, and on June 12 in an open 
letter Redmond called upon the twenty-five members of the 
Committee to co-opt twenty-five others, nominees of the party. 
In case of refusal he demanded the immediate formation in every 
county of committees to reorganize the volunteers on a new basis 
independently of the Dublin Committee. Of the twenty-five 
members of the Committee eight refused to yield. But the re- 
maining seventeen accepted Redmond’s conditions. It was in vam 
that the Republicans and Simi Feiners who were begimiing to 
Join the movement and the SociaUsts of the httle Citizen Army 
wliich had not amalgamated with the main body of volunteers, 
denounced the servihty of the Dublin Committee. Redmond was 
taking control of a movement which had been organized without 
him and undoubtedly, in the intention of many of its founders, 
against him.^ 

^ Batha Macrainn ‘Ireland and the German Menace' (Irish Review, September 1912, vol. 
li, pp. 343 sqq.). *Shan Van Vocht* — ‘Ireland, Germany and the next War' (In Ji Review, 
July 1913, vol. iii, pp. 217 sqq.). Denis K. Gwynn (The Life and Death of Roger Casement, 
p. 194) ascribes the latter article to Casement. In the first number of The Irish Volunteer, 
April 7, 1914, Casement published an article entitled ‘From Clontarf to Berlin’ in which 
he advocated: i. A review of the National Volimtccrs to be held on April 23 the ninth 
centenary of the great national victory of Clontarf; 2. The parlicipation of Ireland as a 
separate nation in the Olympic Games to be held at Berlin m 1916. ‘Ireland should there 
be ranked among the free countries of the world She will be at least as free as Finland or 
Alsace.’ When the ships of the Cunard Line ceased to call at Queenstown, the German 
Haniburg-Amcrika Line decided to take its place. But the Irish prepared to welcome the 
arrival of the first liner with celebrations on to ambitious a scale that the Foreign Office 
took alarm and at its request the German Government asked the Hamburg-Amerika Line 
to abandon its intention. 

* S. Gwynn, John Redmond's Last Years, 1919, p. 116. Cf on the Irish Volunteers, Royal 
Commission on the Rebellion in Ireland, 1916, Minutes of Evidence, p. 45, Colonel Sir Neville 
Chamberlain’s Evidence. 
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But the malcontents were to have their revenge. At first the 
Irish volunteers confined themselves to manoeuvres and unarmed 
parades, or if they carried any arms they were wooden rifles. In 
July they decided to imitate Ulster and obtain arms from the 
quarters where the Ulstermen had obtained theirs, in Germany. 
A council of war was held in London at the house of Mrs. J. R. 
Green, the widow of an eminent English historian and an ardent 
Home Ruler. The meeting was attended by a young Enghshman, 
Erskine Childers, a member of the spiritual family to which 
White and Casement belonged. A zealous patriot, he had fought 
in the Boer War and published the diary recording his hfe in the 
army. He had achieved success with a story about spying which 
called the attention of the British pubhc to the danger of a Ger- 
man invasion, and had published studies of mflitary tactics in 
which he discussed the lessons taught by the South African War 
as to the employment of cavalry. During the summer of 1910, 
spent with an Irish uncle, he was suddenly converted to Home 
Rule — in virtue of his British patriotism, he declared, and because 
he was an imperialist. Ireland must be treated as Canada had been 
treated in 1840 and South Africa a few years before and reconciled 
by complete liberation. His new creed led liim to extreme courses. 
He collected and provided from his private means a portion of 
the funds necessary to purchase 25^000 German rifles. He com- 
manded the yacht which took delivery of them in the neighbour- 
hood of Hamburg and on July 26, 1914, two days after the failure 
of the conference, cast anchor with his cargo in the Httle port of 
Howth at the entrance to the harbour which led up to the capital.^ 
The Dublin volunteers were on the spot, prepared for a bold 
demonstration. They would unload the arms in broad dayhght 
at the very gates of the city beneath the eyes of the powerless 
authorities. They occupied the pier, drove away the police and 
customs officers, kept whatever guns they required, piled the rest 
into motor lorries which disappeared from the scene, and set out 
on their return to Dublin, where they intended to make a martial 
and triumphant entry. They were met en route by a Scottish 
regiment wliich had been called out and which if it could not 
seize their arms, at least put them to flight. But when the Scotch 


^ For Erskine Childers see Erskine Childers^ '1870-1922. A Sketch (by Basil Williams). 
For the Howth incident see Denis Gwynn. The Life and Death of Roger Casementf I930i 
pp. 233 sqq. Conor O’Brien, Erom Three Yachts, A Cruiser's Outlook, pp. i sqq. 
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troops returned to Dublin they were greeted by the booing and 
missiles of an immense crowd. Alarmed and overwrought they 
fired. There were fifty casualties, among them three deaths.^ 

A loud cry of wrath arose tliroughout Catholic Ireland. This 
was the way in which the British Government, so long-suffering 
towards the Ulster rebels, met with shooting the first attempt 
of the genuine Irish to reply to the Ulster threat. But we cannot 
help asking whether the revolutionaries when they united their 
protests with the popular outcry were wholly sincere. For this 
bloody affray was a strategical success for themselves. Redmpnd 
was in a tight corner. He must either be the accompHce c(f a 
government of murderers or become in spite of himself the leader 
of an insurrection. The problem would in fact assume this form 
ere long, but rneanwliile at the very moment when civil w^r 
seemed to have broken out in Ireland, Irish affairs became no mote 
than an almost neghgible episode in the tremendous struggle 
which was beginning and would array in mortal combat the 
nations and races of the globe. 

^ Report of the Royal Commis.sioft into the Ctrcunistances connected with the Landing of Anm 
at Howth on 26th July, 19t4 and Minutes oflwidence with Appendices and Index, 1914. 
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International Anarchy 

I THE WEST AND THE PROBLEM OF ARMED PEACE 

I 

W E have already seen the effect produced in the West by 
the conclusion on November 4, 1911, of the agreement 
between France and Germany on the question of 
Morocco. It was not the reconciliation it might have been expec- 
ted to produce. France did not forgive Germany the methods of 
intimidation she had employed in July and August. Germany 
could not forgive France for having snatched from her, six years 
after Tangier, the right to set up a protectorate in Morocco. Nor 
could she forgive England whose intervention in the dispute had 
rendered France less pliable than she had hoped. And in England 
we have observed loud expressions of dissatisfaction from a pubhc 
eager for peace, a dissatisfaction which turned against Grey when 
it became known how close to the abyss the nation had stood. 
His position indeed was not seriously shaken. He had certainly 
not lost the confidence of the King, who in February bestowed 
upon liim the signal honour of a Knighthood of the Garter, 
which had been conferred upon only four members of the House 
of Commons before him. But the triumvirs of Liberal Imperialism, 
Asquith, Haldane, and himself, perceived that the only way to 
satisfy pubhc opinion was to do everything in their power to 
appease the anger of Germany without endangering either the 
entente with France or British naval supremacy. 

Their task was made easier by the fact that certain members of 
the German Government entertained similar sentiments. For a 
long time the Chancellor, Bethmann-Hollwcg, impressed by the 
persistence with wliich Mettemich, the German Ambassador in 
London, urged a pohey of caution on his Government, had been 
working for a rapprochement between the two countries. As we 
already know, negotiations had been opened, and had continued 
until they had been broken off unexpectedly by the despatch of 
the Panther to the harbour of Agadir. At the close of 1911 Beth- 
mann-Hollweg had the support of the Minister of Finance, who 
shrank from the ruinous expenditure which the new naval law 
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demanded by the Emperor and Tirpitz involved. And his oppo- 
sition was increased by the fact that the general staff was beginning 
to demand a reinforcement of the army and to protest against the 
excessive expenditure upon the navy which interfered with their 
plans. The Emperor finally yielded to his Chancellor’s arguments 
and gave liim leave to commence negotiations for a pact with 
England. He did not believe they would be successful. To attempt 
to reconcile the Anglo-French entente with an understanding be- 
tween England and Germany was, he said, to attempt to square 
the circle.^ But the attempt would cost nothing. And its failuije 
would expose British bad faith. I 

Bcthmann-Hollweg lost no time in sending Mettcmich instruct- 
tions to begin the negotiations. But the Ambassador disagreea 
with the procedure the Chancellor proposed. To attempt a formaf 
pact, a species of alliance or semi-alliance, was to invite failure. It 
would be better to negotiate a colonial agreement on the lines of 
those already concluded, with France first, then with Russia, and 
wliich Grey’s speech on November 27 seemed to envisage.^ The 
Chancellor left liim free to negotiate in liis own way and Mctter- 
nich broached the subject on December 20. Grey, however, 
showed no anxiety to follow up the suggestion. He was taken by 
surprise. I Ic could not decide upon liis course of action until the 
Reichstag election in January had determined the lines wliich 
German policy would pursue in the immediate future. Moreover, 
all the ministers were absent on their Christmas holiday and 
would not return until the beginning of February. Nevertheless, 
the negotiations continued. Like the negotiations between France 
and Germany in 1905 and in 1911, they were conducted by busi- 
ness men who constituted themselves unofficial diplomats.^ 

^ Note appended to a despatch from Mcttcrmch to Bethmann-HoUweg, December 20, 
1911. (Die Grosse Politik . . . vol. xxxi, p. 86 n.) 

^Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1911, 5th Series, vol. xxxii, pp. 61-2. Grey ob- 
viously was making a veiled allusion to the Portuguese colonics and it was in this sense 
that Mettcmich interpreted his words in a letter written on November 28 to Bethmann- 
HoUweg (Die Grosse Politik . . . vol. xxix, p. 274). 

^ Sec Sir Goschen to Sir A. Nicolson, February 9, 1912: . the Chancellor . . . said 

that he had just received a despatch from Mettcmich and that there was evidently some 
misunderstanding The idea seemed to prevail in London that Ballin had acted under 
instructions from the Emperor. This was far from being the case, as neither the Emperor 
nor he himself had anything to do with Ballin’s first step ! In fact, he had been most sur- 
prised that Casscl had been chosen by His Majesty’s Government as our intermediary in an 
important matter which concerned the two Governments, and when there was a German 
Ambassador in London. I said that I had certainly understood that Ballm had acted with 
some authority, but the Chancellor denied it absolutely.’ (British Documents . . . vol. vi, 
p. 672.) The Same to the Same, February 10, 1912: 'The Chancellor’s remarks to me about 
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They were Albert Ballin, the great shipbuilder, and Sir Ernest 
Cassel, the great banker, each a persona grata with the courts of 
Potsdam and Windsor respectively. Ballin sent Cassel to Church- 
ill, who no doubt consulted Asquith, when the latter on January 
8 spent a few hours in London. Ballin and Cassel favoured a 
personal meeting between the two naval ministers, Churchill and 
Tirpitz. Churchill refused. Such a meeting would commit the 
British Government too far, as the impression would be given 
that he had been sent to Berlin to apologize for Lloyd George’s 
outburst. The utmost to wliich he would agree was to accompany 
King George to Berlin if the King should ever pay a visit to his 
cousin.^ Nevertheless, he welcomed the suggestion of a conversa- 
tion to discuss the possibility of a mutual hmitation of armaments. 
Lloyd George, who was preparing his Budget for the financial 
year 1912-13, was asking for economies, and McKenna in one 
of the last speeches he dehvered as First Lord of the Admiralty 
had promised that the navy estimates for 1912 would not exceed 
those for 191T, if Germany did not increase her navy.^ Why not 
ask the German Government what its intentions were and under- 
take to call a halt in the armament race, if Germany did not speed 
it up ? He obtained Lloyd George’s consent when he returned on 
January 21 from the Riviera and the decision was taken by a small 
committee at the end of January before any meeting of the Cabinet 


Ballin and Cassel were queer and there must be some — well call it misunderstanding — 
somewhere. Haldane says that the Chancellor was only trying to save Metternich’s face, 
and that it was hardly necessary for him to allude to it. But then, how about my face if 
tlic Germans are allowed to give the impression that His Majesty’s Government opened 
the conversafon' through Cassel and not through His Majesty’s Ambassador at Berlin?’ 
(ibid., p. 674) Szdgyeny. Despatch from Berlin, February 15, 1912: ‘The papers comment 
at length on the fact that Sir Ernest Cassel visited Bcrlm at the same time as Lord Haldane. 
Herr von Kiderlen told me that on that occasion he had not met Cassel whom he regards 
as a busybody.’ {Psterreich-Ungarns Aussenpohtik . . . vol. hi, p. 83.) Kidcrlcn-Wachtcr 
was taking a hohday at Stuttgart when Haldane visited Berlin and was extremely annoyed 
because he was not consulted (F. Jaeckh, Kiderlcn-Wachtcr, Staatsmann uiid Mensdi. 
Briefwcchsel und Nachlass heratfsg Von F. Jacckh 1924, vol. ii, p. 155). Hulderman’s Li/e of 
Albert Ballin docs not decide the question. The writer is content to say: ‘It was Cassel and 
Ballin w'ho suggested that another attempt should be made to reach an understanding and 
the suggestion found a ready welcome from Herr von Bcthmann’ (p. 248). It would 
appear that the idea of these conversations suggested itself spontaneously to these two 
magnates but that the offer of their services was immediately accepted, in what spirit we 
have attempted to conjecture, by both Governments and also, but with considerable 
reluctance, by the respective Foreign Offices. Cf. W. Churchill, The World Crists^ 1911- 
1 yi4, p. 95 Die Crosse Politik . . . vol. xxxi, p. 97 n. 

^ Winston Churchill to Sir E. Cassel, January 7, 1912 (British Documents . . . vol. vi, 

p. 666). 

■ H. of C., March 13, 1911 (Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1911, 5th Series, vol. xxh, 
p. 1921). 
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was held. Churchill probably agreed to the negotiations in the 
same spirit as the Emperor Wilham. He thought it advisable that 
they should be opened. He was sure they would fail. 

The conversations began on January 29 by the presentation at 
Berlin of two diplomatic notes. Sir Edward Goschen handed one 
to Kiderlen-Wachter, Sir Ernest Cassel the other to Bethmann- 
Hollweg. The former was a long-delayed reply to the German 
note of June 27 respecting an interchange of naval information. 
The British Government gave an extremely guarded assent to the 
principle. Although it was the German Government which at 
the beginning of November had suggested further negotiations 
on the subject, the note met with an unfavourable reception in 
Berlin. It was regarded as an attempt to discover the secret of the 
German naval law to be introduced shortly.^ The second was an 
extremely brief memorandum consisting of three clauses and 
approved by Grey, Churcliill, and Lloyd George. It proposed as 
the subject of the negotiations a diplomatic agreement, a colonial 
agreement, and a reduction in the German programme of naval 
construction.^ Those were the three points on which during the 
last two months the Emperor, Metternich, and Churchill had 
successively desired to negotiate. They were also the three ques- 
tions unsuccessfully discussed by both Governments for two years, 
from the summer of 1909 to tlic summer of 191T. Agadir had not 
altered the policy of the British Government. The only difference 
was that the country seemed more anxious than before to reach 
an understanding. Would tliis greater anxiety make negotiations 
any easier than they had been before Agadir ? 

The German Emperor gave the note a favourable reply, but 
attached to his acceptance certain reservations of principle and 
invited Grey to discuss matters with him at Berlin. Before it had 
been Churcliill, now it was Grey. German tactics were always 
the same. Germany wished to commit the British Government 
further than it was prepared to be committed. When, on February 
2, the first meeting of the Cabinet was held the ministers decided 
in favour of a more cautious poUcy. The Minister for War, Lord 
Haldane — he had been made a peer a few months before — would 
visit Berlin, accompanied by his brother, a distinguished scientist 

^ Die Grosse Politik, Parliamentary Debates, Commons, 1911, 5th Series, vol. xxxi, p. 50 
British Documents . . . vol. vi, p. 662. 

* Ibid., vol. xxxi, p. 98. 
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ind fellow of an Oxford college, ostensibly to study questions 
:onnccted with the organization of higher education. Haldane 
blew German to his finger-tips, was a frequent visitor to the 
:ountry, and had the entree of the German Embassy in London. 
He could not fail to have the confidence of every EngHsh friend 
of Germany and every German friend of England. Moreover, he 
was an intimate friend of Asquith’s and a still more intimate friend 
of Grey’s. Both knew all he had done to secure a close co-opera- 
tion between the British and French armies, if a German army 
should invade France. In short, the imperialist group in the 
Cabinet found in liim their surest support. He arrived at Berlin on 
the 8th and left on the nth after interviews with the Emperor, 
Tirpitz, Bcthmann-Hollweg, andjiiles Gambon. This visit, about 
wliich no secrecy was maintained, which the officials of the 
Foreign Office and the British Embassy at Berlin regarded with 
intense dishke, Conservative opinion greeted with a polite scep- 
ticism and Radical opinion welcomed with enthusiasm, produced 
a profound impression on the Continent. Haldane, it was believed, 
was going to Berlin to pave the way for a personal visit by Grey 
or Churchill in the immediate future, if the prospects of an agree- 
ment proved favourable. So many documents of every description 
bearing upon the visit have been published that nothing remains 
obscure.^ We must discuss the three points on which the conver- 
sations turned and relate the immediate results achieved in respect 
to each and what forms the negotiation subsequently assumed. 


2 

It was the German Government which in 1909 had been the 
first to propose a pact between the two countries and the British 
Government wliich had refused, undoubtedly for very cogent 
reasons. Now the British Government was the first to revive the 
proposal, though the formula it put forward was more cautious 
and vaguer than the German formula of 1909. The Casscl note 

^ Th, von nethmann-HoUweg. lictrachtmigeti zum Weltkriege i TeiJ. Vor dem Kriege, 
1919, pp. 50 sqq. Viscount Haldane, Before the War, 1920, pp. 57 sqq., also Autobiography, 
1929, pp. 238 sqq. A. von Tirpitz, Erinnerungen, 1920, pp. 185 sqq.; and PoUtische Doku- 
mente, vol. i, pp. 280 sqq. Die Grosse Pohtik . . . vol. xxxi, pp. 95 sqq. British Documents . . . 
vol. vi, pp. 666 sqq. Documents diplomatiques Jranpais, 3e S6rie, vol. ii, passim. For Haldane’s 
secret meetings at night with Casscl during his visit to Berlin sec his disclosures to Sir 
Almcric Fitzroy (Sir Almcric Fitzroy, November 10, 1921, Memoirs, vol. ii, p. 765). 

571 



INTERNATIONAL ANARCHY 


suggested ‘mutual assurances denying each other the power of 
engaging in designs or combinations whose character might be 
aggressive to the other’. Metternich, to whom the note was com- 
municated, wanted the word ‘aggressive’ expunged. England 
would always maintain that her entente with France was defensive. 
He also wanted the word ‘wars’ added to ‘designs’ ^d ‘combi- 
nations’. The change would render the formula a pact of uncon- 
ditional neutrality in the event of war. Germany wanted notliing 
more from England should she ever decide to crush France by her 
military strength. The interview between Bethmann-Hollweg 
and Lord Haldane took precisely the same turn. Haldane proposed 
a formula similar to that contained in the Casscl notcl. Bethmami- 
Hollweg put forward an alternative formula consisting of four 
articles in which the word ‘aggression’ was not used and it was 
expressly stipulated that, if cither of the High Contracting Powers 
should find itself involved in a war with one or more powers, the 
other should observe towards it at least an attitude of benevolent 
neutrality and do everytliing in its power to localize the conflict. 
The original draft had been worded ‘should be attacked by one or 
more powers’. This wording however raised the question how 
aggression should be defined and we have just seen why the 
German Government did not wish to raise the issue. Bethmann- 
Hollweg had therefore thought it prudent to give the formula a 
universal application. But the change made it dangerous. In the 
impossible supposition, Lord Haldane asked, of a British attack 
upon Denmark or Austria, did Germany really pledge herself to 
a benevolent neutrahty? And on the other hand, how was it 
possible for England to promise Germany that if she ever made 
an unprovoked attack upon France, England would stand aside 
and even adopt an attitude of benevolence ? Bethmann admitted 
the force of the objection. He returned to his original formula 
and even defined it more stringently. According to the new text, 
the promise of benevolent neutrality was made conditional. It 
was restricted to the eventuality that one or other of the contract- 
ing powers ‘found itself involved in a war in which it was im- 
possible to say that it was the aggressor’. This was the point the 
negotiations had reached when Haldane returned to England. 

Conversations continued between Berlin and London. Haldane 
did not want a visit which had focused the attention of the entire 
world upon himself to end in a fiasco. Asquith and Grey would 
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have been delighted to find a formula which, without alarming 
France or Russia, would give sufficient satisfaction to Germany to 
induce her to slacken the pace of her naval construction. But the 
Emperor William was perhaps right when he spoke of squaring 
the circle and Grey, preoccupied by efforts to settle the generd 
strike of the collieries, had httle time to spare for the question. 
The permanent officials, who had been extremely annoyed by 
Haldane’s action, if only because their professional pride had been 
hurt by a procedure which seemed to imply that the conflict be- 
tween England and Germany could be best settled without the 
assistance of the professional diplomats, now took their revenge. 
Nicolson, who for the last eighteen months had replaced Hardinge 
at the Foreign Office, was at pains to draw up a formula as mean- 
ingless as possible.^ ‘England will make no unprovoked attack 
upon Germany and pursue no aggressive policy towards her. 
Aggression upon Germany is not the object and forms no part of 
any Treaty understanding or combination to which England is 
now a party, nor will she become a party to anything that has 
such an object.’ It was a formula so empty that Paul Gambon, to 
whom it was communicated, seems to have raised no objection. 
But for that very reason it was not likely to satisfy the German 
Government. It demanded the addition of the word ‘neutrahty’. 
Grey refused. The utmost to which he would agree was a slight 
modification of the opening words. Instead of saying ‘will make 
no unprovoked attack’, he was prepared to say ‘will neither 
make nor join in any unprovoked attack’. This was not sufficient 
to satisfy Berlin. The Emperor lost his temper, talked of arming 
against England, of ordering a mobilization and finally wrote a 
personal letter to the King of England in which he proposed point 
blank the conclusion of a treaty of aUiance to which France should 
be invited to adhere.^ It was a western version of Bjorkoe even 


^ ‘A formula . . . which will be of as non-committal a character as possible, and also one 
winch will nor bind our hands in regard to any eventualities which may possibly arise in 
the future.’ (Sir A. Nicolson to SirE. Goschen, March 13, 1912; British Documents . . . vol. 
VI, p. 712.) 

2 March 18, 1912 (Von Tirpitz, Politische Dokumente, vol. i, p. 331). Cf. a note of the 
same date by the Emperor attached to a letter from Bethrnann-Hollwcg written the pre- 
vious day T am proposing to England — since out of consideration for France she refuses 
to pledge us her neutrality — in place of a promise of neutrality an offensive and defensive 
alliance in which France will be included. If England rejects the offer she will put herself in 
the wronj^ in the eyes of the entire world, if she accepts, my position at home will be stronger. 
At the same time Schdn in Pans must be informed that although France has behaved out- 
rageously towards the German army and nation, the present Government entertains no 
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less likely than the latter to be taken seriously by professional 
diplomatists and which the Emperor himself did not take seriously. 
Though it was not until April lo that Metternich officially in- 
formed the Foreign Office that since agreement had proved im- 
possible the German Government considered the negotiations 
closed, by the middle of March, more exactly on March 20, the 
two Governments must be considered to have abandoned all 
hope of a satisfactory conclusion. 

Nevertheless the affair had an unexpected sequel. On March 27 
the British Ambassador in Paris, Sir Frances Bertie, alarmed by 
the continuation of negotiations of which he disjapproved in 
principle, called on Raymond Poincar6, who for \thc past six 
weeks had been President of the Council and Minister^ for Foreign 
Aftairs, asked leave to speak as ‘though he were not all Ambassa- 
dor’, and denounced Grey’s weakness. ‘It is essential’, he declared, 
‘that Gambon should express his dissatisfaction. If you will only 
employ firmer language in London, the false step I dread will not 
be taken.’^ In London there was no difficulty in reassuring Gam- 
bon. Grey, speaking on behalf of the entire Cabinet informed 
him of liis determination not to depart from his final declaration 
to Metternich. ‘Sir Edward Grey’, Nicolson explained, ‘is fully 
aware of the situation and if he continues his conversations 
with Metternich it is simply a matter of tactics. He docs 
not want the rupture to be his doing. Poincare took the 
opportunity to make a new proposition through the inter- 
mediary of Gambon. 

In 1905 Lord Lansdownc had proposed to reinforce and extend 
the entente with France. But when Delcasse wanted to accept the 
offer he was defeated by the opposition of Rouvier and his col- 
leagues and compelled to resign. The following winter Rouvier 
had himself proposed to the British Government what he had 
refused when England offered it. It was then his turn to be de- 
feated by the caution of the new Liberal Cabinet which had just 
taken office. In Gambon’s opinion the time was ripe after the 

unfriendly designs and in the course of negotiations with England has made known its 
willingness to include France in the alliance. If our proposal is refused the situation is clear. 
We have done our duty. If it is accepted the peace of Europe is assured. The agreement which 
Haldane attempted to negotiate is dead. I will have nothing more to do with it’ (Die Grosse 
PoUtik . . . vol. xxxi, p. 187). 

^ Raymond Poincard to Paul Cambon, March 28, 1912. (Documents diplomatiques fran- 
gais^ 3e Sene, vol. 11, pp. 264-5.) 

^ Dc Fleuriau to Raymond Poincar^, April 4, IQ12 (ibid., vol. ii, pp. 309-10). 
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Agadir episode to revive Lord Lansdowne’s project and attempt 
to define more precisely the obligations the entente imposed on 
the two Western Powers.^ At the moment Gambon’s proposal 
was not received favourably but it became evident in the course 
of the summer that if there was a majority in the country which 
desired better relations with Germany there was an active 
minority which favoured on the contrary a closer bond with 
France. The Morning Post, the Daily Express, the Spectator, the 
Observer and the Pall Mall Gazette conducted a campaign to trans- 
form the entente into a formal alliance. In the autunm Gambon 
renewed the attempt. The negotiations lasted a month, attended 
by difhculties akin in certain respects to those which had rendered 
the negotiations with Germany so difficult in the spring. But this 
time they were overcome. On October 22, Grey and Gambon 
exchanged letters in which it was agreed that, although the 
arrangements between the armies and navies of the two countries 
did not constitute ‘an engagement obliging the two Governments 
to take action under circumstances not yet reahzcd and which 
possibly might never arise’, if either Government had serious 
reason to expect an unprovoked attack ‘by a third power it would 
immediately consult with the other, whether both Governments 
should take concerted action to prevent aggression and maintain 
peace and in the event of an affirmative answer should discuss the 
concerted measures they were prepared to undertake’. What had 
been pronounced impossible between England and Germany 
seemed possible between England and France. The negotiations 
by which Bethmann-HoUweg had hoped to strengthen Ger- 
many’s diplomatic position by weakening the entente had by a 
strange repercussion reinforced the latter. Hitherto purely verbal, 
a moral obHgation and no more, it had assumed the character, in 
however guarded a form, of a written agreement. Hitherto when 
a British general had dealings with a French general, he represen- 
ted only the War Office. When Major-General Wilson visited 
Paris in November he was in a position for the first time to speak 
on behalf of the Gabinet as a whole. 


^ Minute by Sir A. Nicolson, April 15, 1912. (British Documents . . . vol. vi, p. 747.) 
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3 

But if it soon became clear that a pact of neutrality between 
England and Germany which should not violate the spirit of the 
Anglo-French entente was an impossibility, why should not 
England offer Germany a colonial agreement such as that which 
France had accepted in 1904 and Russia in 1908 without any 
alliance or pledge of neutrahty? An agreement of this kind could 
not be difficult to achieve. For there was no question in dispute 
between the two powers. In 1898 a secret agi^eement had been 
concluded for the partition of the Portuguese cqlonies. It had 
never been put into operation. Had it lapsed? If so^ why not re- 
vive it? On July 21, at the height of the Agadir crisis, Grey, while 
protesting against the German claim to settle the question of 
Morocco without consulting England, hinted to Metternich that 
England was prepared to make concessions to Germany in Africa 
if she were willing to negotiate with her instead of ignoring her. 
In his speech of November 27, as we have already had occasion 
to mention, he had used language susceptible of the same interpre- 
tation. The speech had scarcely been dehvered when Metternich 
was bombarded with colonial offers of every description from 
Englishmen belonging to the most diverse sections of society and 
representing every shade of political allegiance.^ When they were 
transmitted to the Emperor he repulsed them with indignation.^ 
What had England to offer liim? The property of other nations 
to embroil liim with their possessors and thus promote the exclu- 
sive interest of British policy? But the Ambassador took these 
advances more seriously, and discussed them with Grey on Decem- 
ber 20. In fact a possible colonial agreement was one of the three 
points of the Cassel note, and extensive concessions outside 
Europe were one of the inducements put forward by Haldane on 
his arrival at Berlin ten days later to persuade the German states- 
men to abandon their new naval law. 

What was the character of the negotiations conducted in this 
sphere by Haldane during his three days’ visit? His account is 
extraordinarily reserved, and for obvious reasons. It would seem 
in fact that prepared as he was to purchase at a heavy price a halt 


^ Count von Metternich to Bcthinann-Hollweg, December 9, 1911 (Die Crosse Politik 
. . vol. XXXI, pp. 72-3). 

^ Memorandum of Kaiser Wilhelm II, January ii, 1912. (ibid., vol xxxi, pp. 92 sqq.) 
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in the German naval programme, he expatiated imprudently on 
the numerous colonial concessions which, according to him, his 
country was prepared to make. In the event of a partition of the 
Portuguese colonies, Germany, if she gave up her claim to the 
Pacific island of Timor since Australia stood in the way, would 
receive Loango, which by the terms of the agreement of 1898 
was to have formed an English enclave in Angola, and England 
might even promise the southern half of the Congo should it ever 
cease to be Belgian. Finally, he was willing to acquiesce in a 
German annexation of the islands of Zanzibar and Pemba if, in 
the negotiations pending on the question of Bagdad, Germany 
were willing to make more concessions to England in the region 
of the Persian Gulf than she had hitherto been prepared to make. 

But when Haldane returned his colleagues made him under- 
stand that he had perhaps lost his way in the maze of his diplo- 
matic metaphysics. The Foreign Office protested against the 
danger of employing an amateur in such serious negotiations; the 
Colonial Office complained that he had allowed himself to be 
duped by men better acquainted with the geography of Africa 
than himself. Notliing more w^as heard of the proposal for a 
colonial agreement similar to those already concluded with 
France and Russia. Nevertheless, the desire to improve the rela- 
tions between the two countries was still active in England, and 
it was strengthened by circumstances to which we must return 
later. On the question of Bagdad conversations continued. And 
on the subject of the Portuguese colonies they were revived after 
an interval of fourteen years. The difficulties were not identical nor 
equally serious in both cases. 

The entire aspect of the Bagdad question had been changed 
when, in November 1910, by an understanding ratified ten 
months later by a formal instrument, the Russian Government 
reached an agreement on the subject with the German. It was no 
longer possible in this region to confront Germany with the con- 
certed poUcy of the Triple Entente. And the attitude of France on 
the question had always been ambiguous. French financial interests 
had been consistently in favour of an understanding in Turkey 
with German industrialism. But when the French Foreign Office, 
yielding to their pressure, had attempted to settle the basis of such 
an arrangement it had been confronted in 1900 with the veto of 
Russia, in 1903 with the veto of Great Britain. Now, though 
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French diplomacy was more hostile to Germany than it had been 
at that time, it was difficult for France to adopt a more uncom- 
promising attitude than her Russian ally and her British friend. 
For months past England in view of Russia’s change of front had 
realized the necessity of reaching a solution as speedily as possible. 
On July 31, 1911, when the Panther had been a month at anchor 
in the harbour of Agadir, she proposed to Turkey to international- 
ize the line between Bagdad and Bassorah, Germany, Russia, 
France, Turkey, and herself to hold equal shares; from Bassorah, 
whose port would be built by a British company to the sea if the 
railway should ever be taken beyond that point, the i^dertaking 
would be reserved exclusively to Turkey and herself. But neither 
Germany nor Turkey would agree to the proposal and for six 
months Turkey left it unanswered. At the begimiing of 1912 she 
definitely rejected it. 

The difficulties were great. The India Office adopted on political 
grounds an uncompromising attitude on any question wliich 
might affect British supremacy on the coast of the Persian Gulf. 
There were private interests to be considered, a British railway 
company in the district of Smyrna, an irrigation company in 
Mesopotamia, and an oil company. There were also French 
financial interests at stake. If France was ready to stand aside in 
Mesopotamia and on the Persian Gulf she demanded in compen- 
sation concessions to her railway enterprises in Asia Minor. A 
settlement of the entire question seemed to have been reached at 
last during the first half of 1914. A Franco-German agreement 
dealing with the railways in Asia Minor was signed on February 
15, 1914. An agreement between England and Germany on the 
subject of the Bagdad railway, also the railway between Smyrna 
and Aidin, was initialled on June 15. Important concessions were 
made to Germany, whose right to extend the line to Bassorah 
was recognized. All that England asked was that two Englishmen 
should sit on the board of directors. Detailed provisions were 
laid down regulating the respective share of British and German 
capital in financing the construction of the ports of Bagdad and 
Bassorah, in the navigation of the rivers, irrigation, and the extrac- 
tion of petroleum. An agreement was reached for the joint con- 
struction and control, without underhand competition, of the 
railway system of Anatolia; and England reserved the right even- 
tually to construct a direct line between Egypt and the Persian 
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Gulf. After this the delays, dehberate or otherwise, of the Turkish 
officials, whose consent was essential, protracted the settlement so 
long that the Convention had not been signed by the end of July. 
Nevertlieless, London and Berlin were anxious to reach a conclu- 
sion, Petersburg and Paris were consenting parties. On the eve 
of the Great War, the four great Powers were in agreement upon 
the division of spheres of influence throughout the territory 
which represented what was still left of the Ottoman Empire.^ 
The negotiations relative to the Portuguese colonies were more 
difficult. Not that agreement on the fundamental issue was impos- 
sible; a convention was in fact initialled in August 1913.^ It was 

^ For the negotiation of the Anglo-German agreement respecting Bagdad sec Die 
Grosse Pohtik . . . vol. xxvii, pp. 139 sqq. See further Uie interesting and mutually corrobor- 
ating statements of Marquis Pallavicim (Constantinople, April 5, 1913) and Count Mens- 
dorlf (London, May 23, 1913) of the reasons for which in their opinion as a result of the 
Balkan War England regarded German expansion m Asia Minor with less anxiety than 
hitherto. (Osterreich-Utijjarns Ansseripolitik, vol. vi, pp. 40, 504.) 

** The question of the Portuguese Colonies was m fact reopened by Grey on July 21, 
igii — tliat is to .say, at the beginning of the Agadir crisis and the very day on which 
Lloyd George delivered his bellicose speech. (Count von Mctccrnich to Bethmann- 
Hollweg, July 21, 1911; Die Crosse PoUtik . . . vol. xxix. p. 199). He would seem to have 
believed at first chat a friendly arrangement might be possible with Portugal, a bankrupt 
State, for the purchase of her African colonics. An allusion in his speech of November 27 
IS susceptible of tliis interpretation. Cf. in the Nmnil Annual 1912 , pp. 17-18, the conclud- 
ing paragraph of Lord Brassey’s article entitled ‘Suggestions on Naval Administration’: 
‘If no clouds had arisen in Morticco, we might shortly have found ourselves under screner 
.skies. It should have been possible to fulfil our obligations to France without giving offence 
to Germany. To indicate how reconciliation might be effected would carry us too far into 
politics. The cession of Walfisch Bay might fittingly be considered as a suitable oppor- 
tunity. . . . Nor should It be impossible by friendly negotiations to obtain for South Africa 
full powers of administration in Dclagoa Bay, under the flag of Portugal.’ Saturday Review, 
January 20, 1912, p. 68: an article entitled ‘An Anglo-German Deal’: ‘The time is now 
rapidly approaching when Portugal, urgently in need of cash, will offer Angola to 
German enterprise for a valuable consideration. . . . We have good grounds for saying 
that our Foreign Office privately intimated that to this acquisition of rich territory by 
(iermany we should raise no objection. . . . We may assume that with Angola will pass 
the islands of S. Thom^ and Principe, though they now form a separate province. . . . 
When the break-up of the Portuguese Empire begins, it will go on. We ought at once to 
make sure of Dclagoa Bay. . . . Strategists will be less interested 111 the fate of Portuguese 
Africa than m that of the Islands. . . . Germany hankers after the Cape Verde group, but 
she clearly understands we could not permit her to settle there. But is there any valid 
objection to her acquiring the Azores, if we can buy the Cape Verde islands at the same 
time?’ — also Spcffd/cr, January 27, 1912, p. 140, article entitled 'Germany and the African 
Colonies of Portugal’ : ‘We have no doubt whatever that it would be greatly to the benefit 
of the w orld if Germany could acquire the African colonies of Portugal, or to put it more 
correctly, that portion of those colonies over which we do not possess a right of pre- 
emption — a right which belongs to us in the matter of Delagoa Bay. Not only would it 
be a great benefit to humanity that German rule, which if sometimes harsh, is, at any rate 
efficient and gives no sanction or encouragement to slavery, should be substituted for 
Portuguese rule; in addition Germany would be given the opportunity for expansion 
which she desires, and on the greatest scale. Her African Empire would thus only require a 
portion of the Congo Free State to make it stretch across the African continent from sea to 
.sea.’ But it soon became clear that Portugal had no intention of selhng her colonies and it 
then became necessary to negotiate, as m 1 898, over the head of the Portuguese Government 
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more favourable to Germany than its predecessor of 1898. For if 
Germany renounced Timor and yielded to England in Mozam- 
bique a strip of territory to the north of the Zambesi and in Angola a 
district adjoining Belgian Katanga which constituted an enclave in 
Rhodesia, she obtained in recompense by the cession of Loango the 
entire African coast between the German colonies in South Africa 
and the Belgian Congo and in addition the islands of San Thome 
and Principe off the Congo coast. But England insisted that the 
Convention should be laid before Parhament and thus made pubUc. 
And the German Government was opposed to its publication. 

For the new agreement, unlike that of 1898, had [been drawn 
up in extremely cautious terms So as to deal only witn the econo- 
mic development of the Portuguese colonies, carefully avoiding 
all reference to the possibility of their political annexation by 
England or Germany. But in 1913 as in 1898 Germany cherished 
the design of establishing, sooner or later, her sovereignty over 
the regions which the convention allotted to her sphere of in- 
fluence. And the indignation of the German public would be 
even greater, if, as England also demanded, the pubheation of the 
present agreement was accompanied by the pubheation of the 
agreement of 1898, whose secret clauses were far more explicit, 
and, moreover, by the pubheation of the treaty of Windsor con- 
cluded the following year, which expressly confirmed the clause 
of an old treaty of 1661 by which England pledged herself ‘to 
defend ^d protect all the conquests and colonies pertaining to the 
crown of Portugal against all her enemies present or future’. 
German statesmen blamed this treaty of 1 899, the work of Lord 
Sahsbury,^ for the fact that the convention of 1898 had remained 
inoperative.^ In 1902 they had witnessed a British company 

^ For the Anglo-Portuguesc agreements of 1898-9 see my History of the English People 
vol. V, pp. 55-6 My conjectures are confirmed and completed by the revela- 
tions, made in 1912 by the Marquis de Sovcral to Paul Cambon (De Fleuriau to Raymond 
Poincar^, April 2, 1912; Documents diplomatiques franfois, 3e S( 3 ric, vol. ii, p. 296 sqq.). 

^ Friedrich von Dernliardi, Deutschland und der ndchste Krieg, chap. v. ‘Weltmacht odcr 
Nicdcrgang,’ p. 115 : . The financial or political collapse of Portugal might also provide 
us with an opportunity to take possession of a portion of her colonial possessions. There is 
even good reason to suppose that agreements arc in existence between England and Ger- 
many which contemplate a partition of the Porttjgiiesc colonies, though they have never 
been published. Whether, should the circumstances arise, England would be prepared to 
carry out honourably the provisions of such an agreement, supposing it actually to exist, 
must indeed remain an open question. She could find ways and means to render it ineffec- 
tive. It IS indeed vvidely asserted, though the report is denied by others, that immediately 
after her convention with Germany for a partition of the Portuguese colonies Great 
Biitain concluded a special treaty with Portugal guaranteeing the integrity of her colonial 
empire.’ 
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undertake the construction of a railway linking Katanga with the 
port of Benguela and traversing the entire zone which the con- 
vention of 1898 had appeared to surrender to German industry. 
In 1913 , the very year in which the British Government was pre- 
pared to confirm in a modified form the convention of 1898, the 
Benguela railway company was still refusing offers of collabora- 
tion from German capital. 

And at this juncture, to increase the difficulties of the British 
Government, the French Government, to whom the negotiations 
had been communicated, united its protests on this point to the 
German protests. France, it is true, objected on grounds altogether 
different from those which inspired the protests of Berlin. The 
French Government disliked the agreement for its own sake, and 
if it were to be published like the Franco-British agreement of 
1904, it would assume an equal status in the eyes of the world. It 
would be liable to be interpreted as the preface to an hypocritical 
alliance, a return to the poHcy of 1898, whose abandonment had 
been sealed by the entente with France. The French opposition 
was finally overcome, but Berlin held out. When at last the 
German Government agreed to publication it made a declaration 
of its reluctance and insisted on certain conditions. Publication 
was to be delayed until six months after the agreement had been 
signed and the British Government was to exert pressure at Lisbon 
in the interval to secure a particular concession Germany desired 
in Angola. We must also bear in mind the date at which the 
German Government finally agreed to the convention being pub- 
Ushed. It was July 27, 1914.^ For three days the whole of Europe 
had been confronted with a problem of the most extreme gravity 
and German diplomacy was anxious to do everything in its power 
to concihate England. 


4 

We have followed to 1914 the story of the two negotiations 
begun, or more accurately reopened, in February 1912 after 
Haldane’s visit to Berlin, on the subject of the Bagdad railway, 
and the Portuguese colonies. But we must not forget that neither 
of these two questions, nor even the question of neutrality con- 

^ For the negotiations of the Anglo-German convention respecting the Portuguese 
colonies see Die Grosse Politik . . . vol. xxxvii, pp. i sqq. 
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stituted the essence of Haldane’s mission. His real objective was 
to secure a slackening in the pace of German naval construction, 
and everything turned on the, price, colonial concessions, a pact 
of neutrahty, which England was prepared to pay. Germany’s 
terms were onerous, but if England protested she could always 
reply that great sacrifices were being asked of her. She was being 
asked to regulate the size of her fleet, not in accordance with the 
standard she regarded as necessary to protect her commerce and 
uphold her prestige, but by the standard prescribed by the secur- 
ity and prestige of a foreign power. At every turn we arc brought 
back to the struggle between the two navies. Englan|l needed her 
supremacy at sea to ensure supphes in time of war and to banish 
the danger of invasion wliich haunted the ContmeJtital nations 
and compelled them to bear the burden of conscription. But the 
habit of counting upon the protection of her navy was so deeply 
ingrained in the British mind that it had become an instinct. 
England was in love with her navy. Any threat to its supremacy 
was notliing short of an insult to the national honour. Von Biilow, 
who employed the leisure of his banishment from poHtical life 
to meditate upon his country’s poHcy and the international situa- 
tion, was wide of the mark when he wrote: ‘The mainspring of 
British policy is national selfishness, the mainspring of French 
pohey, national idealism’ and went on to draw the conclusion 
that 'one who seeks his interest with cold-blooded calculation 
will always prove at the decisive moment master of one who 
pursues an ideal’.^ The English would have liked perhaps to settle 
their difference with the Germans as men of business. But it was 
impossible. Their navy had a sentimental value for them and 
Churchill expressed perfectly the true state of affairs when, in an 
interview with the German Ambassador, he attempted to make 
him understand that the German fleet was an Alsace-Lorraine 
between the two countries.^ 

It was the question of the rival navies which had reached a critical 
phase, this winter ofi9ii-i2, partly asaresult of the Agadir incident 
but also for two other reasons, of wliich one was directly con- 
nected with Agadir, the other had nothing whatever to do with it. 

The former was the transference of Churchill to the Admiralty. 

^ Furst von Biilow, Deutsche Politik . . . 1916, p. 114. 

2 Prince Lichnowsky to Bethmann-HoJJwcg. April 30, 1913, Die Grosse Politik . . . vol. 
xxxix, p. 38. Cf. The letter written the same day to Tirpitz by the German naval attachd 
(Von Tirpitz, Politische Dokumente, vol. i, p. 391). 
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The real significance of this appointment was not immediately 
apparent. For five or six years he had been, together with Lloyd 
George, the foremost champion in the Cabinet of a poHcy of 
peace and disarmament, and at the time of the Agadir crisis it 
was not he but Lloyd George who had surprised Europe by an 
unexpectedly warlike speech. Had he then remained faithful to 
the principles he had professed before Agadir? Would he, like his 
father in a Conservative Cabinet, advocate a policy of naval 
retrenchment ? He had begun his career in the army, and several 
later incidents had proved that this hberal, even ultra-Uberal 
politician, had remained a soldier at heart. Possibly he felt that 
he had recovered his vocation, when, as Home Secretary, he des- 
patched the police, his police, to put down a band of Russian 
anarchists in an East End tenement and like a genuine soldier had 
directed their operations on the scene of action. Nor can we be in 
any doubt as to the spirit in which he entered upon his duties at 
the Admiralty when we remember that he had left the Home 
Office because the too martial methods he had employed to put 
down the labour disturbances during the previous summer had 
rendered his position impossible. The Germans were greatly 
alarmed by the arrival at the Admiralty of a man whom they 
labelled 'an unscrupulous demagogue’, ‘a second edition of Cham- 
berlain’, 'a man of unbridled ambition’, who could be trusted to 
make use of his new position to increase his popularity at the first 
international crisis by ‘adding fuel to the flames’.^ The fact that in 
a few months he had effected a complete change in the high com- 
mand of the navy confirmed the estimate of those who had expec- 
ted him to prove a fighter. He did not dare to recall Fisher and 
plunge the entire service into internecine feud, but he made him 
his confidant and corresponded regularly with him. Out of the 
four Sea Lords he got rid of three. Only the third, Rear-Admiral 
Briggs, retained his position. The term of office of Sir Arthur 
Wilson, the First Sea Lord, was due to expire. It was not renewed. 
He was replaced by Sir Francis Bridgeman, who a few months 
later was in turn brusquely dismissed,^ Prince Louis of Battenberg 

^ The naval attache* in London Captain Widenmann to Tirpitz {Die Grosse Politik . . . 
vol. XXXI, p. 13). Note by the German Mimster of Marine, November 1911. (Von Tirpitz, 
Politische Dokumente, vol. i, pp. 255-6.) 

® For the dismiss^ of Sir Francis Bridgeman sec the heated debate in the House of 
Commons between Churchill and Lord Charles Beresford (H. of C., December ii, 18, 
20, 1912, Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1912, 5th Scries, vol. xlv, pp. 433-4. 1469 sqq-, 
1875 sqq.) ; also A. MacCallum Scott, IVinston Churchill in Peace and War, 1916, p. 43. 
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became Second Sea Lord in place of Sir George Egerton, and 
Captain Pakenham Fourth Sea Lord in place of Rear-Admiral 
Madden.^ Immediately after his appointment Churchill satisfied 
what had been the general desire of the public ever since the scare 
in August by effecting at the Admiralty the reform Haldane had 
accomplished at the War Office. He instituted a Naval War Staff, 
the ‘brain’ of the British navy, to work out plans of campaign for 
future wars and through which all candidates for naval command 
must pass.^ Its functions were purely advisory. The responsibility 
for the decisions taken rested with the First Lord of the Admiralty. 
Equipped with this novel bureau of information and! surrounded 
by new councillors of his own choice, Churcliill felt himself a 
naval commander. He divided his time between the\ Admiralty 
and its official yacht the Enchantress, in which he made voyages of 
inspection and study. His enemies complained that when he was 
present at manoeuvres he interposed with advice wliich was almost 
a command and was too ready to play the admiral. In short, for 
the first time for many years, the First Lord of the Admiralty was 
not the mere mouthpiece of the Sea Lords. A statesman of the 
first rank had arisen at the Admiralty to confront Tirpitz.^ 


5 

For at the moment when the Agadir crisis placed Churcliill at 
the Admiralty the execution of the German naval law had reached 
a critical point, though the question of Morocco played no part in 
the matter. Ever since 1900 Berlin had been straining every nerve 
to build up a huge navy, but the question of personnel had not 
received corresponding attention. There were not sufficient sailors 
to man the German fleet and in autumn when one class of sailors 
having completed its two years service left the navy the vessels 

^ For these changes see H. of C., November 28, 1911 {Parliamentary Debates, vol. xxxii, 

pp 359 sqq )- 

Naval War Staff, Memorandum by the First Lord on a Naval War Staff, January i, 1912 
(published as an appendix to the Statement by the First Lord of the Admiralty explanatory of 
the Navy Estimates, 1912 - 1913 ). See further the circular addressed on May ii, 1912 to all 
‘commanders-in-chief, captains, commanders and commanding officers’ {The Times, 
March 14, 1912). 

“ For Winston Churchill at the Admiralty sec an interesting chapter in A. MacCallum 
Scott, Winston Churchill in Peace and War, 1916, pp. 41 sqq. 
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were left for the moment practically empty. The navy was obliged 
to ask for reinforcements. In place of an annual increase of 3,500 
men which would produce in 1917 a total of 86,500 sailors, Tirpitz 
obtained from the Reichstag 15,000 additional seamen of all 
ranks which would raise the entire personnel of the navy in 1920 
to the figure of 101,500. This would make it possible to maintain 
three squadrons, instead of two, on active service — that is to say, 
twenty-five capital sliips instead of seventeen. On the other hand, 
whereas the programme as originally laid down provided for the 
construction of four capital ships every year up to the current year 
1912, for the next five years — ^that is to say, until 1917 — ^it made 
provision for the annual construction of no more than two. As 
we should expect, the Ministry of Marine and the Navy League 
protested against this sudden decrease in naval construction. And 
the entire shipbuilding industry echoed their protests. For it is the 
tragic feature of modern industry — and of the armament industry 
with the rest — that it leads of its very nature to over-production. 
To increase the output the apparatus of production is extended, 
and it therefore becomes impossible to slow down the rate of 
production without throwing workmen and engineers out of 
employment and tying up capital, and industry is condemned 
to go on producing at a tempo it cannot slacken. Tirpitz asked 
for an extra vessel to be laid down annually for the next six 
years — that is, a total construction of three battle cruisers to 
replace those condemned as obsolete and three Dreadnoughts 
over and above those for which die programme of 1900 made 
provision. 

We have however already had occasion to speak of the oppo- 
sition in official circles to a new naval law. It was so powerful that 
the Emperor was obliged to make concessions. They were not 
concerned with the increase of personnel or the formation of a 
third squadron but solely with the construction of new ships. In 
the first place the three cruisers were given up. Instead of laying 
down six ships between 1912 and 1917 in addition to those pro- 
vided by the original programme, only three would be built, the 
first in 1912, the second in 1914, and the third in 1916. This was 
the position when Haldane visited Berlin. The condition on which 
the Emperor would agree to slacken the pace of German naval 
construction was that England should abandon her programme 
of laying down two capital ships for one German and accept the 

585 


H 



INTERNATIONAL ANARCHY 


proportion of three to two which Grey had himself proposed a 
few months before Agadir. Haldane made no direct reply. He 
expressed himself indifferent to the increase in the number of 
ships on the active Usl and its corollary an increased personnel. He 
gave the Germans with whom he talked to understand that only 
one subject caused his English colleagues anxiety — the programme 
of naval construction. He suggested that an understanding might 
be reached if Germany consented not to lay down an additional 
ship in 1912, but build the first in 191 3 , a second in 191 5, and post- 
pone indefinitely the construction of the third. 

Perhaps he thought this clever tactics. When he rpturned to 
London he found that his colleagues were of a very different 
opinion. He might have taken warning from a speech made by 
Churcliill at Glasgow on February 9, the day before the Berlin 
conversations opened. In this speech Churchill formulated the 
British attitude on the naval question in terms which became 
canonical: ‘The British Navy is to us a necessity and, from some 
points of view, the German Navy is to them more in the nature 
of a luxury. Our naval power involves British existence. It is 
existence to us; it is expansion to them. ... It is the British Navy 
which makes Britain a great Power. But Germany was a great 
Power, respected and honoured all over the world, before she 
had a single ship’. The effort wliich at the same moment the 
German Government was demanding from the Reichstag and 
the nation to increase the personnel of army and navy alike was 
the challenge of an overpeopled Germany, not only to France but 
to England herself; for the Germans were convinced that an 
England short of men and obhged to purchase crews for her navy 
could not maintain for long a struggle against Germany, where 
conscription was in force and the population increasing at the 
rate of a milhon a year.^ Experts pointed out to Haldane that the 
formation of a third squadron on active service wliich he regarded 
so lightly constituted a new danger. It meant a German fleet per- 
manently mobilized in the North Sea against England, ready 
when the signal was given to make a sudden attack. And the 
construction of ships in excess of the number laid down in the 
programme of 1900, however few, necessitated the construction 

^ Count von Mcttcrnich to Bethmann-Hollwcg, November i, 1911: . . England is 

convinced of her ability to sustain, if need be, a competition in armaments, longer than 
wc, because she believes that she possesses the longer purse.’ The Emperor wrote in the 
margin ‘She has fewer men’ (Die Grosse Politik . . . vol. xxm, p. 21). 
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of additional English vessels. If the object of Haldane’s visit had 
been to prevent this further competition he had failed. 

And in fact when Churchill produced navy estimates lower by 
^307,000 than those for the current year he explained that they 
were provisional. He asked for an immediate increase of two 
thousand men. He proposed to lay down new cruisers. But he 
intended eventually to make further demands both for men and 
ships when the German estimates became known. As between the 
capital ships of the two nations he would accept a proportion of 
sixteen to ten, a proportion not far from the ratio of three to two 
which had been suggested. But only on condition that Germany 
did not exceed the programme of 1900. If in the course of the next 
six years she were to build additional vessels, England would 
accept her challenge and return to the old proportion of ‘two keels 
to one’. If during these six years Germany laid down three extra 
ships, England would lay down six. If she built only two, England 
would build four. There was no note of aggression in this rejoin- 
der; and Churcliill put forward the novel suggestion that, if 
Germany were willing to proclaim a ‘naval holiday’ for one year 
during which she would not lay down a single new man-of-war, 
England would undertake to do the sarfic. In May the German 
programme was made public. Bethmann-Hollwcg and Haldane 
had defeated the Emperor and Tirpitz, though not without a 
hard struggle, in the course of which the Chancellor had been 
driven to the threat of resignation. Only two Dreadnoughts were 
to be built during the next six years instead of the three decided 
upon in February, and the six capital ships, ironclads and cruisers, 
for which Tirpitz had asked in November. When therefore 
Churcliill presented in July his supplementary navy estimates, he 
was content with four additional Dreadnoughts to be built be- 
tween 1913 and 1917. But at the same time he was obhged to 
take into account the German formation of a tliird active squadron 
and the increase in her personnel. Amid the chilly silence of the 
Radicals and the applause of the Opposition he asked for a supple- 
mentary grant of ;£990,ooo.^ 


* H. of C., July 22, 1912 (Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1912; 5th Series, vol. xli, 
pp. 838 sqq.). 


587 



INTERNATIONAL ANARCHY 


6 

No English Lord of the Admiralty since the century opened 
had spoken so frankly of the German peril, yet no English navy 
estimates were received with greater calm by German opinion. 
The official attitude in Berlin was satisfaction. And the following 
year Tirpitz astonished the world by liis moderation. He rejected 
the imputation of harbouring hostility towards England. He 
would be satisfied with the proportion of sixteen to ten, with 
wliich England, or so at least he hoped, was now content. ‘That 
proportion’, he said, ‘makes us sufficiently strong ^o be secure 
against attack. The naval law guarantees its maintenance. We 
desire nothing more.’^ How arc we to explain this ^dden calm 
after such feverish activity ? The Foreign Office thought it knew 
the answer and on March 5 Grey wrote as follows to the British 
Ambassador in Berlin: ‘I do not wish you to say anytliing about 
Tirpitz’ s statement, unless something is said to you, because I 
agree that what Tirpitz said does not amount to much, and the 
reason of his saying it is not the love of our beautiful eyes, but the 
extra fifty millions required for increasing the German Army.’^ 

In October 191 1 , at the moment the Agadir crisis reached a solu- 

^ From a statement made by Tirpitz on February 6, 1913, to the financial committee of 
the Reichstag. Macnamara, Parliamentary Secretary to the Admiralty, speaking on behalf 
of Churchill in the House of Commons on February ii, expressed the satisfaction univer- 
sally felt in England at the new tone adopted by Germany in regard to the naval question. 
{Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1913, 5tli Series, vol. xlviii, p. 685.) 

* Sir E. Grey to Sir E. Goschen, March 5, 1913 (Lord Grey of Fallodon, Twenty-five 
Years, vol. i, p. 257). Cf. Lloyd George, interview given to the Daily Chronicle, J^nu^ry i, 
1914. Of two reasons suggested for the relaxation of the naval competition between 
England and Germany Lloyd George cho.se the following 'that Continental nations are 
directing their energies more and more to the strengthening of their land forces. For years 
Germany seemed to have set her heart upon, and put her best thought into, the develop- 
ment of her naval power. But the experiences of the last two years have reminded her of 
a lesson which aU European nations have had from tim^to time to learn. And that is, that 
if a country concentrates its energies upon one branch of its defensive forces, it is generally 
at the expense of the other. The German army is vital ... to the very life and independence 
of the nation itself, surrounded as Germany is by other nations, each of which possesses 
armies almost as powerful as herself . . . Certainly Germany has nothing’ (so far as her 
army is concerned) ‘which approximates to a Two-Power Standard. She has, therefore, 
become alarmed by recent events, and is spending huge sums of money on the expansion 
of her military resources. That is why I feel convinced that even if Germany ever had any 
idea of challenging our supremacy at sea, the- exigencies of the military situation must 
necessarily put it completely out of her head’ Cf J. Ellis Barker, 'The Failure of Post- 
Bismarckian Germany* (Nineteenth Century, June 19^2, vol. Ixxi, pp. 1058 sqq., especially 
pp. 1075 sqq.) and a remarkable article by Crozicr Long 'The End of Weltpolitik: a Letter 
from "Berlin” * (Fortnightly Review, June 1914, vol. cxv, pp. 983 sqq.). For the article, 
possibly the best written before August 1914 on the origins of the war, sec Lichnowsky’s 
appreciative comments (Letter to Bcthmann-Hollweg, June 10, 1914: Drc Crosse Politik 
. . . vol. xzzix. p. 621). 
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tion, the first edition appeared of Bemhardi's famous work, Ger- 
many and the Next War.^ The writer was far from suggesting that 
his country should give up her navy. But he was opposed in prin- 
ciple to any strategy which involved a conflict with die British 
navy on the high seas. Germany should be content to defend her 
shores against the attempts at invasion which were to be expected, 
and by reinforcing her fleet of torpedo-boats and submarines and 
evading the British blockade must place herself in a position to 
reply to it by destroying the greatest possible number gf British 
merchant vessels. She must take the offensive on land and to free 
her hands in the east must begin under any circumstances by 
crushing France, whose army, too weak to invade German terri- 
tory, would otherwise by its mere existence render an offensive 
on any other front impossible.^ These views had been held for 
many years by the German staff. The novel feature of the situation 
was the fact that the civil authorities were coining round to them. 
We have already observed as an immediate repercussion of the 
Agadir incident, the pressure exerted in the counsels of the Govern- 
ment by the champions of a stronger army to secure, in the teeth 
of Tirpitz and the Emperor, a reduction in the new naval pro- 
gramme, while the Reichstag was to be asked to pass a new army 
law. It was also a novelty that these ideas were now publicly 
expressed, not only by Bemhardi, but by others whose opinions 
carried weight.^ In January 1912, ‘A League to secure a stronger 

1 Deutschland und der ndchste Krieg. The sixth edition revised ‘in view of the alterations 
in the inihtary and political situation’ was published in 1913. 

® 'In the first place our political position would be enormously improved if we could 
free ourselves once and for all from the constant danger chat France will attack us on the 
first favourable opportumty as soon as our hands are fuD elsewhere. One way or another 
France must be put out of action if we would be free to pursue the general aims of our policy. 
This is the first and most essential condition of a sound German policy, and since it is impos- 
sible to rid ourselves finally of French hostility by peaceful methods, we must do so by 
force. France must be so completely crushed, that she can never cross our path again’ 
{Deutschland und der n^chste Kncg, pp. 113-4). 

8 In a lecture entitled ‘Deutschland und England. Heercs oder Flottenverstarkung? Ein 
historisch-politischer Vertrag, gehaltcn an 2S Jan. 1912 in der Heidelberger Ortsgruppe 
des Deutschen Flottenverein . (Germany and England. Should we strengthen our Army 
or Navy? An Historical and Political Lecture delivered on January 25, 1912, to the Heidel- 
berg group of the German Navy League), the German historian Hermann Oncken 
develops the argument that if Germany wished to help the English Radicals to overthrow 
Grey it was the worst possible tactics to build mcn-of-war. It 'was the army that must be 
reinforced. ‘To strengthen our army is a real, indeed our best safeguard against England 
herself, and does not arouse her to violent action by a direct threat.’ It is a protection on 
the Continent against the 'English dagger’. ‘The demand for a stronger army is not there- 
fore the expression of an uncalculating military enthusiasm. It is due simply and solely to 
a practical consideration of our opponent’s strength with which we have to reckon and 
of the aims we intend to achieve. A powerful army is the weapon which will wound 
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Army’ was formed which, copying the methods of propaganda 
employed by the Navy League, in a far shorter space of time 
effected for the army what the latter had done for the navy at the 
close of the nineteenth century. For several years Germany re- 
assured by the complete disorganization of the Russian army and 
the increasing deterioration of the French had lost much of her 
interest in the army and turned her eyes to the sea. Given the 
enormous increase of the German population it was sufficient if 
half the young men of twenty were called to the colours. The 
position would soon be changed. i 

By the army law of 1912 two new army corps Were formed, 
one on the Russian frontier, the other on the French, and meas- 
ures were adopted to secure that on these two frontiers ten army 
corps out of twenty-five should be permanently maintained on 
what was approximately a war footing. The law of 1913 of a far 
more redoubtable character added a tliird battalion of eighteen 
infantry regiments, formed new regiments of cavalry and heavy 
artillery, and increased the effectives by 4,000 officers, 15,000 non- 
commissioned officers, 117,000 corporals and privates and 27,000 
horses. As a result of these two successive measures Germany was 
maintaining under the colours in time of peace 870,000 instead of 
625,000 troops, and in the event of war could put into the field an 
army of 5,400,000. The law of 1913 was passed amid an outburst 
of patriotic enthusiasm, stimulated by the celebrations which 
commemorated the centenary of the war of independence. And 
these celebrations inevitably lent German patriotism an aspect of 
hostility to France which replaced the anti-Enghsh feeling by 
which it had so often been coloured in the immediate past. 

This powerful current of pubhe opinion carried the Emperor 
with it. How could he long remain deaf to the appeal of a patriotic 

him in his most vulnerable spot, liis system of a Continental balance of power.* 
(Historische politische Aufs&tze und Reden, vol. i, pp. 167 sqq.). Almost two years later 
Oncken contributed to the Quarterly Reuicuf (October 1913, Art. 13, Germany under 
William II, 1888-1913, vol. ccxix, pp. 566 sqq.) an article in which he argues that since 
Germany’s policy had become continental instead of naval the moment is favourable for 
a rapprochement between the two nations. ‘Aithis impression’ (that the German nation 
desires peace) 'gains strength in England, it may be legitimate to hope that the detente, thus 
carefully prepared and utilized, wdl eventually lead to an Anglo-German agreement. An 
agreement of this kind embracing, as it naturally would, both the Near East and Central 
Africa, would inspire the German people with the conviction that England is prepared 
loyally to throw open to them the roads which have hitherto been kept systematically 
barred against them. Jn any case, the tics which bind the two nations together arc, after 
all, stronger than the rivalries which divide them’ and in support of his contention he 
refers to his lecture of 1912. 
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sentiment which, as he was well aware, charged him with weak- 
ness and held him responsible for the shameful retreats which had 
led Germany from Tangier to the agreement of November 4, 
1911.^ But he had done nothing to arouse it. On the contrary he 
was witnessing, and he knew it, the ruin of that dream of an anti- 
British naval expansion which had been his consistent ideal 
throughout his reign. It was a pohey which necessitated friendship 
not only with Russia but with France. But it was becoming only 
too clear that, so far as France was concerned, it had failed. Cail- 
laux’s fall had brought into office the conscientious and industrious 
bourgeois and keen lawyer who for many years to come would 
embody French poHcy in the eyes of the world. Raymond Poin- 
care put an end to the attempts recently made by French diplo- 
macy to explore avenues to an understanding with Italy, Austria, 
and Germany. These attempts had been marred by two defects. 
They were inconsistent and they tended to loosen the entente with 
England and the alliance with Russia and might perhaps leave 
France finally isolated when another crisis arose Hke those of 
Tangier and Agadir. Poincare desired to strengthen the alliance 
with Russia, and make the entente with England for aU practical 
purposes an alliance, so that the Triple Alliance might be per- 
manently counterbalanced by a reorganized Triple Entente. The 
competition in armies began once more between the Continental 
Powers. After hesitating for several months and leaving unan- 
swered the German law of 1912, which was itself the response to 
Caillaux’s fall, France replied to the law of 1913 by the supreme 
effort of imposing three years’ military service instead of two 
upon the entire youth of France. Russia also armed in answer to 
the German armaments. The ruling class indulged the belief that 

^ We may refer in tins connection to Gerhart Hauptmann’s topical drama, Festspiel im 
dciftschen Reimen, a ‘Memorial to the Spirit of the War of Independence’. The Crown 
Prince attended its production at Breslau and applauded the author’s allusions to liis 
father’s incapacity. We may quote in particular the words Hauptmann places in Schnad- 
horst’s mouth: 

A forest of heroes fills our land, 

Not spinsters we pass with a beck of the hand, 

Warriors march thick as the grams of sand. 


If only a new old Fritz might grace 
To delight our hearts, the leader’s place ! 
But a man we lack to match the mood 
Of the hour, the monarch of Germanhood, 
Of prince and people to bow the knee, 

And show them the path to liberty. 
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the revolution had been finally defeated and began once more to 
alarm the world by the number, if not the organization, of 
Russia's armed forces. In his speech of November 27, Grey had 
conjured up the spectre of a Europe united against England. The 
danger had been dispelled. All the Great Powers of Europe were 
arming against each other. It was a guarantee for the security of 
Great Britain. 


7 

) 

Unfortunately if the Foreign Office by the new I system of 
ententes inaugurated in 1904 had dispelled certain risks, ^he system 
itself may well have involved England in a new danger — the 
danger of being dragged by the armed powers into a European 
war. There was a group of alarmists who were never weary of 
insisting upon the German peril and demanding the transforma- 
tion of the entente cordialc into an alhance. They denounced the 
presumed designs of the German Government on the Dutch port 
of Flushing on the Belgian frontier. They sought opportunities 
to create a panic and as a further ground for alarm pointed out 
that England possessed few or no aeroplanes, few or none of those 
Zeppelins wliich were the pride of Germany. And from time to 
time the absurd rumour was circulated that a squadron of these 
airships had been seen flying above some Enghsh county or other 
But the scaremongers did not make the same impression on the 
pubhc as they had done four years earlier. Throughout the 
country there was a widespread desire to loosen without actually 
breaking the network o( ententes and it was to satisfy public feeling 
that the Cabinet despatched Haldane to Berlin and negotiated on 
the subject of the Bagdad railways and the Portuguese colonies. 
Anti-German hterature no longer found readers.^ The important 


^ F. W. Hirst, The Six Panics and Other Essays, 1913, pp. 103 sqq. 

* Charles Sarolea, The Anglo^German Problem, Ed. i, December 1912. See especially 
pp. 36-7. *. . . One of the crucial points of the Anglo-German controversy — the naval 
policy of the German Empire. 1 advisedly said one of the critical points, for it is by no 
means the only one nor even, in my opinion, the most important one. As I shall presently 
endeavour to prove, if Germany suddenly decided to reduce her naual armaments and to increase 
her army in proportion, England would have even more serious reasons for anxiety than she has at 
present.' Why? Because (pp. 43-4) 'the greatest danger to England is not the invasion of 
England, it is the invasion of France and Belgium. ... It is ... in France and Belgium that 
the vulnerable point lies, the Achilles’ heel of the British Empire’. But the book attracted 
no attention whatever. It was only after the declaration of war that it reached a second, 
third and fourth edition. (August, October 1914; February 1915 ) See also; Archibald 
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reviews closed their columns to writers of articles against Ger- 
many. Among young intellectuals it had become more fashion- 
able than ever to regard Germany as a second mother country.^ 
After the Agadir crisis, as after the naval panic of 1909, conferences 
were held and committees formed to seek a basis of reconciUation 
between the two nations.^ After the brief interregnum of Baron 

Hurd and Henry Castle, German Sea-Power, Its Rise, Progress, and Economic Laws 1913. But 
its tone differs from that of Hurd’s earlier works and the introduction ends with an appeal 
for a rapprochement (pp. xiv-xy) : ‘The only hope for the disappearance of the antagonism 
between the two peoples lies in a comprehension of each other’s economic and strategical 
necessities; and, if this volume succeeds in giving to Englishmen a truer conception of 
German policy and German economic and maritime development, and to Germans a 
better appreciation of the position of the British people as the guardians of an Empire to 
which unchallengeable sea-power is a necessity, it will have done something to dispel 
those dark clouds which still hang menacingly on the political horizon.’ J. A. Cramb, 
Germany and England, 1914 (A. C. Bradley’s preface is dated April) is the posthumous 
publication of a course of lectures delivered in February and March 1913. The work is 
deliberately bellicose, but its bizarre conclusion deserves to be quoted (pp. 136-7). ‘If the 
dire event of a war with Germany — if it is a dire event — should ever occur, there shall 
be seen upon this earth of ours a conflict which, beyond all others, will recall that descrip- 
tion of the great Greek wars : 

“Heroes in battle with heroes. 

And above them the wrathful gods.’’ 

And one can imagine the ancient, mighty deity of all Teutonic kindred, throned above 
the clouds, looking serenely down upon the conflict, upon his favourite children the 
English and the Germans, locked in a death struggle, smihng upon the heroism of that 
struggle, the heroism of the children of Odin the War-God.’ 

^ 'Germany which I feel to be my own country after England.’ (F. H Kechng to Mrs. 
Townshend, August 2, 1914. Keeling Letters and Recollections, 1918, p. 178.) Keeling con- 
tinues: ‘The best thing that can happen now is for Germany to be victorious everywhere 
on land and for us to come out top everywhere on sea,’ 

* See the two special numbers, devoted to a rapprochement between England and Ger- 
many, of Ludwig Stem’s review, Noid und SUd (36 Jahrgang Bd. 14. June and July 1912) 
also: Deutschland und England in ihren wissenschafthchen, politischen und kulturellen Bezie- 
hungen Verhandlungen der Deutchs-Englischen Verst Andigungskonferenz {vom 30 Oktober bis 
zum 1 November 1912 ). Im Auftrage der Vereinigten Komittees. Herausgegeben von Ernst Sieper 
1913 (Germany and England in their scientific, pohtical, and cultural relations Proceed- 
ings of the German-Enghsh Concihation Conference held from October 30 to November 
I, 1912. Published for the Joint Committee by Ernst Sieper, 1913. Translated intoEnghsh 
under the title England and Germany.) The questions discussed by the conference were: i. 
Economic competition. 2. The Press. 3. The immumty of private property in wartime. 
4. The demarcation of the colonial spheres of interest of both countries. The question of 
the navy was, therefore, prudently omitted. See further: Germany m the Nineteenth Cen- 
tury, five lectures by J. H. Rose, C. M. Herford, E. C. K. Conner and M. E. Sadler. With 
an introductory note by Viscount Haldane. Manchester University Press, 1912. Holland 
Rose’s article on ‘political history’ concludes with a defence of German policy (pp. 20-22) : 
‘It is unquestionable that the formation of the German Empire has conduced to the peace 
of the world. ... If we look at the past, we find that our forefathers dreaded France far 
more than the wildest alarmist now dreads Germany. And their dread was with reason. 
The position of France gives her great advantages for an attack on England and English 
commerce. . . . When France and Spain were leagued together against us, as was often 
the case, the blockade of their combined fleets was well-nigh impossible. That of the 
German naval ports is a far simpler task. Further the geographical position of Germany is 
far weaker than that of France. She has no natural frontiers on the East and poor barriers 
on the South and West. Her policy is therefore almost necessarily defensive. ... By land 
she is easily assailable on three sides; by sea she is less vulnerable; but there she labours 
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Marschall, Prince Lichnowsky succeeded as German Ambassador 
in London Count Mettemich, who had been recalled in disgrace. 
By his wealth, the lavish scale on wliich he entertained, and his 
affabihty he made the Embassy with his wife’s help an important 
social centre. He was a friend of Asquith, Grey, and Haldane. 
Oxford gave him a pubUc reception. When the summer of 1914 
opened, he could boast that he had conquered British society. 

Why did the pubhc with a determination which seemed to 
increase in strength refuse to heed war cries which had evoked 
so wide a response in 1908. In the first place there was/a keen desire 
to remain neutral in the event of a European warl And in the 
second place public attention was absorbed by seriqus domestic 
problems. A general strike in the colheries accompanied Haldane’s 
mission and die speeches in which ChurchiU developed his naval 
programme. The threat of civil war in Ireland became ever more 
urgent. It was enough to face revolution without facing war as 
wcU. The Dilily News and the Manchester Guardian every morning, 
the Nation every Saturday, denounced the policy of armaments. 
A general election was approaching. How could a Government 
which had avowedly been put into power at the opening of 1906 
on a programme of opposition to a ruinous imperialism justify 
to its Radical voters the increase in the navy estimates since 1908 ? 
In the Cabinet itself Churchill had to face a determined opposi- 
tion. Until 1911 it was he who, first at the Board of Trade then at 
the Home Office, had attacked McKenna, the First Lord of the 
Admiralty, for yielding to the exorbitant demands of his Board, 
Now he was at the Admiralty and McKenna at the Home Office 
retorted his former criticisms. Until 1911 the imperiaUsm of 
Asquith, Grey, and Haldane had been attacked by the formidable 
combination of Lloyd George and Churcliill. Now, after those 
few weeks when all five had agreed in opposing the German 


under a great disad vantage, viz. that her oceanic coniiiicrcc has to pass through the Straits 
of Dover and down the Enghsh Channel, within easy striking distance of the French and 
British fleets at Brest, Plymouth, Cherbourg, Portsmouth and Dover. This is what makes 
her nervous about her mercantile marine. This is what makes her build a great fleet; and 
again I say, were we in her situation we should do the same. . . . The events of the years 
1866-1871 . . . helped her to build up on a sure basis a new European system which has 
maintamed the peace for forty years. . . . German unification effected at one stroke what 
Great Britain with all her expenditure of blood and treasure had never been able to effect; 
namely, to assure the Balance of Power in so decisive a way as to make a great war the 
most risky of ventures.’ For the entire movement in favour of a rapprochement between 
England and Germany sec Bernadotte Evcrly Schmitt, England and Germany ^ 1740 ^ 1914 , 
1916. pp. 353 sqq. 
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threat, the three imperiahsts had become a moderate group pushed 
forward by Churchill, held back by Lloyd George. The recurrent 
disputes between these two statesmen when the annual Budget 
was drawn up were an additional source of embarrassment to a 
Cabinet battling with so many difficulties. No doubt the two 
demagogues were fully convinced of their sincerity when they 
championed their conflicting views in the Cabinet. Each had 
returned to his youthful creed — Churchill the aristocrat and sol- 
dier, Lloyd George the plebeian and humanitarian pietist. But we 
must not forget that the parliamentary struggle had its reverse. 
The two tribunes remained the intimate personal friends they had 
become between 1906 and 1911, and continued to hold long con- 
versations almost daily at Westminster.^ However sharply they 
might appear to disagree on one of the most serious issues of the 
day, on one point at least they found it easy to agree. In the 
Liberal Cabinet they alone counted for anything. All the others 
were ciphers. 

At the close of 1913 the conflict assumed a dramatic character. 
In 1912 and in 1913 the Budget, on the new foundation laid by 
Lloyd George in 1909, met without additional taxation the in- 
creased demands of the Admiralty. But this time the Admiralty 
asked too much. The navy estimates had approached the figure of 
-£43,000,000 in 1911-12, had exceeded £44,000,000 in 1913-14. 
Now the Admiralty was asking for £51,550,000. In December 
the National Liberal Federation organized an agitation on a large 
scale against the increased expenditure on the navy. On January i, 
Lloyd George in a lengthy interview given to the Daily Chronicle 
spoke of the improvement in the relations between England and 
Germany, insisted that it justified a decrease in naval expenditure, 
and recalled how almost thirty years before Churchiirs father 
had resigned his position as Chancellor of the Exchequer in a 
Conservative administration, because the Government had refused 
to reduce the army estimates. Churchill found it necessary to visit 
Paris to remove the anxiety of the French Minister of Marine. He 

^ Asquith to his wife, January 23, 1914: T think wc shall get through our little troubles 
over the Navy without much more ado Lloyd George squeezing in one direction, and 
Winston in the other. Neither of them wants to go and in an odd sort of way they are 
really fond of one another’ (J. A. Spender and C. Asquith, Life of Lord Oxford and Asquith^ 
vol. ii, p. 76). Sir Almeric Fitzroy, Memoirs, March 7, 1914: . . In the course of the dinner 
wc had one Birrcllism which is worth noting. Wimton had said that no day of the session 
passed without his having lialf an hour’s talk m the House of Commons with Lloyd 
George, upon which Birrell “In that case neither of you can be bored” ’ (vol. li, p. 540). 
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had indeed publicly pledged himself six weeks earlier to resign 
rather than accept the reductions in the expenditure of his depart- 
ment which the Cabinet was demanding,^ and a fortnight before 
had brought up the question at a Cabinet meeting and announced 
his determination, if he failed to receive satisfaction, to resign for 
a reason the exact reverse of that for which his father Lord Ran- 
dolph had resigned in 1886. In the end he carried the day. He 
introduced his huge estimates, merely promising reductions in 
the following years. The same promises had been made in 1911, 
and in a year’s time, when the general election had been held, who 
could tell which party would be in office? We are indeed sur- 
prised by the ease with wliich he won his victory wh^i we con- 
trast the outcry raised by the Radical Press for the last two years 
with the extreme paucity of his opponents in the House. Only 
thirty-five and four members respectively voted against liim at 
the sohtary sitting during which a division was twice taken, ^ 
whereas a hundred and ninety Unionists supported a motion 
demanding a further reinforcement of the British navy.® 


8 

In a conversation with the German naval attache Prince Louis 
of Battenbcrg spoke of the debt of gratitude which the British 
navy owed to Churchill. He had succeeded in extracting a larger 
sum from the Chancellor of the Exchequer than any previous 
Lord of the Admiralty.^ How did he do it ? Was it that his personal 
friendsliip with Lloyd George enabled him to employ persuasion 
successfully when another man must have used threats? In 1912 
and in 1913 perhaps; but in 1914 he had been compelled to have 
recourse to tlireats. He spoke of resigning followed possibly by 
the four Sea Lords. He also liintcd at a compromise with the 
Unionists on the Irish question, let it be rumoured that he was 
contemplating a return to his original allegiance. The Radicals 
took fright. The Irish crisis was enough without the further com- 

^ Speech at the Mansion House, November lo, 1913- 

* H. of C., March 23, 1914 {Parliamentary Debates, Commons 19141 5th Series, vol. lx, 
pp. 140 sqq.. 143 sqq.). 

® H. of C., March 17, 1914 (ibid., vol. lix, pp. 196 sqq ). 

* Report of the naval attachd in London, February 6, 1913 (Die Crosse PoUtik . . . vol. 
xxxix, p. 13). 
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plication of a revolution at the Admiralty. They gave way and 
Churchill remained at his post. He purchased this complaisance 
on the question of armaments by again becoming an uncom- 
promising champion of Home Rule.^ In short his attitude was 
once more what it had been in 1912 and 1913. He had passed over 
to the imperiaUst camp. But on all questions except those of 
foreign policy he remained an advanced Liberal of Sociahst sym- 
pathies. And even in his administration of the Admiralty he gave 
pledges to democratic opinion. 

In speaking of Admiral Fisher’s reforms we made only a brief 
mention of the discontent prevalent among the crews of the navy. 
For that great reformer did very little to allay it.^ It was not it 
would seem until about 1906 — that is to say, when Fisher had 
already effected the substance of his reforms — that the discontent 
assumed a definite shape, in consequence of the great explosion of 
Liberal ideas wliich produced the Radical victory at the election 
of 1906 and which that victory in turn intensified. In May 1905 
the publication commenced of a weekly paper called The Fleet 
edited by Lionel Yexley, a former blue-jacket, which enjoyed a 
wide circulation among the sailors, whose claims it championed 
with considerable skill.^ And shortly afterwards their grievances 
began to be presented annually in a more concise form in a pub- 
lication composed by sailors and entitled Naml Ma^na Charta; 
An Appeal from the Lower Deck. 

For a long time the Press kept silence about this agitation which 
had no direct interest for its regular readers, to whom this exten- 
sion of syndicahst methods to the navy was repugnant from the 
outset. It was however inevitable. Living in these armour-plated 
barracks, the new ironclads, under conditions more akin to those 
of a factory than a battleship of the old style and mingling at the 
large naval bases with the civihan proletariat during the long 
periods when their vessels were in port the sailors could not escape 
the contagion. The concentration of the squadrons in home waters 

^ Winston S. Churclull, The World Crisis^ 1911 - 1914 , pp. 

* For what was accomplished particularly in improving the conditions of life on board 
see Charles Watney and James A. Little, The Workers^ Dnily Round, 1913, pp. 60 sqq. A. S. 
Hurd, 'Progress or Reaction in the Navy’ {Fortnightly Review, April 1906 ; n.s. vol. Ixxix, 
p. 710). 

» Sec further a work by the same author describing the conditions under which the 
sailors lived. The Inner Life of the Navy. Being an Account of the Inner Social Life led by our 
Naval Seamen on board Ships of War, together with a detailed Account of the Systems of Victual- 
ling and Uniform in vogue during the latter Part of the Nineteenth and the opening Years of the 
Twentieth Century, 190B; also Our Fighting Sea Men, 1911. 
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in accordance with the new pohey of the Admiralty increased the 
opportunities of infection/ and the Admiralty was alarmed by 
the growing tendency of officers and men to interest politicians 
in their demands. A writer of syndicalist sympathies, Stephen 
Reynolds, was probably the first civilian to concern himself with 
the conditions of the seamen on the Lower Deck and bring their 
grievances to the notice of the pubhe. He began his agitation at 
the time Churchill went to the Admiralty.^ The poHtical motives 
which induced Churchill to seek popularity by taking up the 
question are obvious. But at this particular juncture he had further 
inducements to do so. The Government was increasing the naval 
effectives. In a country where conscription was in for^ notliing 
could be easier or cheaper. This was not the case in England. So 
long as It was a question of building three ironclads for every two 
German or even t^vo for one, England could sustain the struggle. 
She possessed the necessary wealth. But it was not so easy to secure 
by voluntary enlistment the sailors required to man a fleet con- 
stantly increasing in size, if the population of the sea-board and 
ports looked askance at the service, joined in insufficient numbers 
or after joining found that they had made a mistake and sought 
to leave the navy as soon as possible. 

The sailors complained of the imhcaltliy conditions in which 
they lived, confined as they too often were to narrow, damp, and 
ill-ventilatcd quarters, wliile the public cherished the poetic pic- 
ture of Jack Tars buffeted all day by the sea breezes. Though 
Fisher had begun to improve their conditions and food, complaints 
were still raised. And they also complained of the inadequate pay. 
During the sixty years from 1 852 to 1912 their pay had risen from 

^ ‘The concentration of the Fleet in home w aters whatever Us pohtical advantages may 
be has had a most dctriniCTital ctfcct. So long as a ship is on foreign station the very nature 
of circumstances causes a bond of iimon between officers and men wliicli draws tlicm 
closer together. The fact of their all being foreigners in a foreign land creates in itself a 
solidarity as nothing else can. With identical interests, sharing one another’s work and 
play, the officers obtain a moral hold over their men such as is impossible in Uritish ports. 
Here the men’s minds naturally incline more to their homes and less to their ships; they 
are filled with a desire for longer leave and a constant wish to get away to visit their 
friends and families is the natural result, which the monotony of service m home waters 
but serves to intensify. Here too they arc exposed to the wiles of the Socialist agitator, 
never backward in working up the molehill of some trumpery grievance into a mountain 
of discontent and doing his best to imbue them with that class hatred quite foreign to their 
natures, now so prevalent in England.' (Trafalgar the Soul of the Navy, National Review, 
November 1912, vol. lx, pp, 448 sqq.). 

* Stephen Reynolds, The Lower Deck. The Navy and the Nation, 1912. For the spirit, at 
once revolutionary and patriotic, which inspired his book sec the remarkable conclusion 
of his preface (p. vii) to which wc have already had occasion to refer, p. 412 n. 
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IS. 7 d. to IS, 8d. a day, an increase of 6 per cent. How different 
during the same period had been the increase of wages for labour- 
ers of every description.^ And when the rise in the cost of living 
during the last sixty years is taken into account it is evident that 
the sailors’ real pay had seriously fallen. The men demanded 
notliing less than an increase of 20 per cent. And finally they 
complained that the discipline was too strict. 

It was impossible to turn a deaf ear to these demands at a time 
when trade was prosperous, unemployment at a minimum, and 
wages constantly rising and when though the factory had become 
a dangerous competitor with the man-of-war the demand for 
seamen was steadily increasing. The men did not indeed secure 
the increase of a fifdi for which they asked. But they obtained an 
increase of 3d. a day for able seamen and stokers after six years’ 
service,^ and certain other advantages for seamen of every cate- 
gory wliich were equivalent to an increase of pay. And Churchill 
let it be understood that he was trying to obtain further increases 
from the Exchequer. It was however the question of discipline 
which most occupied the attention of the Admiralty. Already 
McKenna had carried a Naval Discipline Bill,'** which made a 
distinction between the disgraceful punishment of imprisonment 
to be inflicted on seamen guilty of crimes against the laws of the 
land and a new penalty called detention to be inflicted on those 
guilty only of infringing regulations. In September 1912 ChurcliiU 
carried out a general reform whose character he explained to the 
sailors in an official circular.^ Humihating forms of punishment 
which seemed to treat the sailors more like schoolboys than adults 
were abohshed, the guard room officers were empowered to in- 
flict a number of slight punishments without the formaHty of a 
report to the Commander, which gave the matter an exaggerated 
importance, and sailors who considered themselves unjustly 
sentenced were given the right of appeal. Shortly afterwards it 
was made impossible to deprive petty officers of their rank with- 

^ Royal Navy (Pay) Statement showing the Present and Neiv Rates of Pay for the Royal Navy 
and Royal Marines, December 4,1912. 

H. of C.. March 26, 1913 (Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1913, 5^^ Series, vol. 1 , 
p. 1778), 

* 9 Edw. 7, Cap^ 41 : An Act to enable the punishment of Detention to be substituted for 
the punishment of Impnsoniucnt for offences against Naval Discipline under the Naval 
DLSciplinc Act (Naval Discipline Act, 1909)- It extended to the navy a measure already 
adopted for the army m 1906. 

* Circular Letter dealing with Naval Dixipline, September 7, 1912 (The Naval Annual, 
1914, pp. 447 sqq.)* 
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out the sentence of a court martial.^ These concessions did not 
satisfy the sailors who continued to complain. Neither did they 
satisfy the Admiralty, which elaborated and even introduced ex- 
perimentally on certain ships a far-reaching system of reforms 
designed to render discipline on board ship less harsh, and the 
Sunday rest more real, and to increase the hours off duty.^ 

The sailors or rather the petty officers complained that they 
were debarred from the possibility of promotion. And if excep- 
tionally one of their number became an officer, he felt uncomfort- 
able in an ahen social sphere in which moreover he could not 
keep up his position on his pay. On this point Lora Selbome’s 
reforms had amounted to very Httle;® a declaration pf principle 
wliich had apparently remained a dead letter. As we have seen, 
Fisher had approached the problem from another angle and he 
was widely criticized for making the navy a more plutocratic 
profession than before by increasing the cost of an officer’s train- 
ing. The need of a sufficient number of officers became more press- 
ing every year. Since it took seven years according to the existing 
rules to turn out an officer, only two to build a Dreadnought, it 
became urgently necessary to draw officers from a wider class. 
Churchill reached the Admiralty at the very moment when it was 
awakening to the urgency of the problem and had just adopted a 
measure — the first of its kind — to enable common sailors, among 
the marines for a start, to be promoted as officers.'^ He vigorously 
prosecuted the new pohey. Not only did he shorten the interval re- 
quired before a midshipman could be made a sub-heutenant , ^ make it 
possible for cadets from the public schools to enter the navy directly,® 


^ Letter of September 27, 1912 announcing the decision to this effect of the Lords Com- 
missioners of the Admiralty (The Tmes, September 28, 1912). 

* For the experiments conducted on board the cruiser Queen Mary and the question as a 
whole sec The Times, April 2, 1914. 

® Nauy {Personnel) Memorandum dealing with the Entry, Training and Employment of 
Officer<i of the Royal Navy and the Royal Marines, December 16, 1902, p. ii. 

* August 14, 1911. See the article in The Times for February 3, 1914, entitled ‘Officers 
for the Navy’. 

® H. of C., March 18, 1912. Winston Churchill’s speech. Parliamentary Debates, Com- 
mons I9M, 5th Series, vol. xxxv, p, 1 571.) 

® Disregarding the report of a Committee (H. of C., March 26, 1913, Winston Church- 
ill’s speech; Pari. Deb., Commons 1913, 5th Scr,, vol. 1 , p. 1782). Sec Navy (Education) 
Reports of the Committee appointed to inquire into the Education and Training of Cadets, Mid- 
shipmen and Junior Officers of His Majesty s Fleet, May 18, June 14, September 13, 1912. Also 
the article in The Times Educational Supplement dealing with these reports Apri^ 1, 1913, 
p. 61. Thirty might be accepted in this way every year on passing an examination. See 
the Admiralty Circular entitled ‘Special Entry of die Naval Cadets’ in The Times for 
March 6 , 1913. 
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raise the age limit for admission to Osborne,^ and establish 
partial scholarsliips in that college but he issued two regula- 
tions on August 5, 1912, the first of which ordered the 
selection from the lower ranks of the fleet of a number of men 
anxious and suitable for promotion, to serve after two or three 
years’ training as commissioned officers, while the second ordered 
all warrant officers whose conduct had been satisfactory to be 
promoted after fifteen years’ service to the rank of commissioned 
warrant officer.® It remained to solve the more difficult problem of 
making the social position of an officer who had risen from the ranks 
tolerable. Everything that could be done to solve it by administra- 
tive measures Churcliill did. During the period of training future 
lieutenants who had risen from the ranks would receive additional 
pay and on promotion as Heutenants a gratuity of ^ 5 0 to pay for their 
uniform. The pay of captains, commanders, and lieutenants would 
be raised.^ And for the first time in the history of the British navy 
he made an officer from the ranks a Commander on active service.® 
Another liberal and humanitarian reform was the abolition of 
the system of prize money announced by Churchill when he intro- 
duced the estimates of March 1914. The Government did not go 
so far as to abolish the right to capture the private property of 
enemy subjects on the high seas, as it should have done to con- 
form to the Declaration of London and give full satisfaction to 
the readers of the Manchester Guardian and the Nation. But it 
promised that a future naval war would no longer, so far as the 
English were concerned, be authorized piracy, and then when 
British sailors captured a merchant vessel of the enemy they would 
do so, not in their personal interest, but solely on behalf of the State.® 
The suggestion of a naval hohday put forward by Churchill for 
the first time in 1912 and twice repeated in 1913’ was also in- 
spired by pacific intentions. Both fleets, he proposed, the English 


^ The Times, August 6, 1912, 

* The Times, November 24, 1913 

* The Times, August 6, 1912. 

* Royal Naoy (Pay) Statement showing the Present and New Rates of Pay for the Royal Navy 
and Royal Marines, December 4, 1912, pp. c^io. 

* Lieutenant Lyne (Stephen Reynoldr, The Lower Deck, p. 99). 

® H. of C.. March 17. 1914. Winston Churchill’s speech. (Parliamentary Debates, Com- 
mons 1914, 5rh Scries, vol. lix, p. 1926) Churchill declared that he was considering the 
idea of giving the sailors by way of compensation a special bounty in wartime. 

’ H. of C., March 18. 1912 (Introducing the Navy Estimates; ibid., vol. xxxv, p. 1557). 
H. of C., March 26, 1913 (Introducing the Navy Estimates; ibid., vol. 1 , p. 1757). Speech 
at Manchc.stcr, October 18, 1913- 
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and German should agree to call a year’s truce to their battle 
during which neither would lay down any new capital ships. 
Since the British naval programme was more extensive than the 
German, how could the German Government object to a plan 
which was equally in its own advantage? It objected all the same. 
It pointed out — and Churchill was obhged to agree^ — that the 
example must be followed by other navies, in the first place by 
the French and Russian, But they would certainly refuse, France 
was extremely hostile to the suggestion of a naval agreement 
between England and Germany which would leave the latter 
free to increase her army, Germany might therefore have been 
well advised to saddle the French and other entente ppwers with 
the responsibility of defeating the suggestion. But in fact she 
entertained towards the suggested naval hohday that instinctive 
repugnance every powerful nation feels towards any suggestion 
of disarmament, even reciprocal. The German attitude therefore 
justified the scepticism expressed by the entire British Press with- 
out distinction of party, and entertained by the Admiralty, the 
Foreign Office and Grey, who thought fit to disavow ChurchiH’s 
proposal publicly after it had failed. ^As for Churchill himself it 
is not easy to guess what he really thought. He was a man of 
imaginative temperament, a journalist as well as a statesman. And 
a project of such a joumahstic character as the naval holiday may 
perhaps have made a passing appeal to liim.^ But we must bear 
in mind that in his Memoirs he makes only the briefest allusion to 
hissuggestion of 1912 and 1913. Are we to conclude that while pre- 
pared to face the risk of succeeding he was indifferent to the pros- 
pect of failure? Possibly his intention in making tliis dramatic move 
was to cajole Lloyd George and the champions of disarmament.^ 

^ H. of C., March 26, 1913 {Parliamentary Debates, Conunoiis 1913, 5th Series, vol. 1, 
P- 1754)- 

® Speech at Manchester, February 3, 1914: Tf you wish to please foreign nations and to 
get on well with them, do unto them as they would be done by. ... It is no good making 
to them appeals which they will not welcome and are not prepared to receive. We have 
to bear in mind that in a large part of the continent of Europe, at any rate in many great 
countries of Europe, they .still regard their expenditure on armaments as an internal affair 
and resent as an intrusion demands from any foreign country that their expenditure on 
armaments .should be open to disarmament or arrangement.’ Cf. Lord Grey of Fallodon> 
Twenty-Pwe Years, 1 892-1916, vol. 1, p. 300. But in this work, written after the war, Grey ex- 
presses much more surprise at the German opposition than he appears to have shown in 1913* 

® Prince von Lichnowsky to Bethmann-HoUweg, April 30. 1913 : ‘He is thoroughly in 
earnest about the naval holiday and regards it as undoubtedly practicable.’ {Die Crosse 
Politik . . . vol. xxxix, p. 38.) 

^ For the entire episode see, from the German stsuidpoint, Die Crosse PotUik . . . vol. 
xxxix, pp. 3 sqq. 
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Among the objections to Churchill's proposal which the 
German Government raised was one we have not yet mentioned. 
The Germans feared that under the cover of the proposed naval 
holiday the Admiralty intended to strengthen the British fleet by 
various underhand methods wliile pledging themselves not to 
strengthen it. Of these devices, these indirect methods, something 
must be said if the reader is to miderstand how the naval struggle 
between the two powers continued unabated at the very time 
when on both sides of the North Sea there was talk of diplomatic 
conciliation and intellectual rapprochement. 

The conciliatory formula accepted by Churchill in the spring of 
1912 prescribed a 60 per cent superiority for the British fleet (in 
Dreadnoughts and Post-Dreadnoughts, of course), a superiority 
very little higher than the 50 per cent formula, three ironclads to 
two, put forward by Grey at the opening of 1911. It may therefore 
surprise us to find him in March 1912 demanding as the indis- 
pensable condition of maintaining this superiority the con- 
struction of two to every one German Dreadnought and thus 
apparently accepting the formula of two keels to one. But when 
we reckon up the number of capital ships laid down from the 
construction of the first English Dreadnought begun in 1905, we 
find that the Enghsh had built thirty Dreadnoughts and Post- 
Dreadnoughts as against twenty-one German vessels of the same 
type, that is to say the British superiority was slightly below not 
the 60 per cent but even the 50 per cent standard. To attain the 
level of 60 per cent the pace must be speeded up. England must 
therefore build twenty-five large ironclads as against fourteen 
German, a ratio of over 17 to 10, almost 18 to 10. But the pro- 
gramme would involve by 1917 the construction of fifty-five 
capital ships since the introduction of the Dreadnought as against 
tliirty-five German, a ratio of 15.7 to 10, that is something under 
60 per cent. The devices to which Churchill and the Admiralty 
had recourse must be sought elsewhere. 

One of these was the dchberatc omission by the experts of the 
British Admiralty when they compared the British and German 
naval programmes to take into account the respective speed of 
building in both countries. Boast as Germany might of her indus- 
trial progress, in the field of sliipbuilding England retained her old 
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superiority. And if Germany had watched with dehght the syndi- 
calist unrest interfere seriously in 1911 with the work of the Clyde 
shipyards, the crisis once passed, England had made up the time 
lost. The calculations of the British Admiralty showed, and the 
results were much the same for other vessels, that the Orion had 
taken two years and one month to construct, the German Thtirin- 
gen three years and three months.^ That is to say, the ratio between 
the respective speed of British and German naval construction was 
two to three. Suppose therefore that in accordance y/ith. the rule 
formulated in 1912 England laid down that yearj four capital 
ships whereas Germany laid dovm two the four tnglish sliips 
would be ready in 1914 but not a single German. Nor was this all. 
In 1913 and again in 1914 the Admiralty decided to anticipate by 
eight months the date at wliich the annual quota of ships, three 
in 1913, two in 1914, should be laid down.^ This was more time 
gained in the armament race with Germany. By doing his utmost 
to speed up by appropriate subsidies the construction of battle- 
ships and by advancing witliin the year the date when their 
construction began, Churchill sought to hoodwink, if not 
experts, at least the general public as to the meaning of the 
official figures. 

Another device was to count as equivalent units all the ironclads 
posterior to the first Dreadnought. In reality improvement had 
followed improvement until with the construction of the Orion 
begun in 1911 a standard was reached which was known as the 
Super-Dreadnought. The speed was the same but the displace- 
ment was 23,500 instead of 17,900 tons. The thickness of the main 
belt armour was now from twelve to eighteen instead of eleven 
inches. The armament consisted of ten guns of a calibre of 13.5 
inches (instead of ten of twelve inches). And if in 1913 England 
possessed only fourteen Dreadnoughts to eleven German, she had 
twenty Super-Dreadnoughts built or in process of construction 
as against only twelve German. The aclvantage was therefore 
clearly passing to England. Even before Churchill’s arrival at the 
AdmirsJty plans had been made by which in March 1914 England 
would possess twelve capital ships furnished with 13.5 inch guns, 

^ H. of C., February 27, 1912, Winston Churchill’s reply to a question by Robert 
Harcourt {Parliameniary Debates, Commons 1912, 5th Series, vol. xxxiv, pp. 13 3 1-2) also 
H. of C., March 4, 1912, Churchill’s reply to Chiozza Money (ibid., vol. xxxv, p. 173-4)- 

* H. of C., June 1913, Churchill’s speech (ibid., Commons 1913, vol. liii, pp. 1043-4): 
March 2, 1914, Churchill’s speech (ibid., 1914, vol. lix, pp. 90-1). 
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while not a single German ironclad would possess a gun with a 
calibre of more than twelve inches. Would the Admiralty at least 
be content with the Super-Dreadnought equipped with 13.5 inch 
guns and the other ironclads built since 19 ii which had already 
attained a displacement of twenty-five thousand tons? Many 
people believed that the tremendous expense would soon prove 
intolerable — the latest Super-Dreadnoughts built before 1914 cost 
^2,250,000 — and that the moment was at hand when the torpedo 
boat and submarine would so revolutionize naval warfare as to 
render these monster vessels useless. Churchill however trod 
faithfully in Fisher’s steps and laid down in 1913 in the utmost 
secrecy the formidable vessels of the type represented by the Queen 
Elizabeth. The cost of construction was ^3,000,000. The displace- 
ment was 27,500 tons ; the speed twenty-five instead of twenty-one 
knots. There were only eight large guns, but they had a caUbre of 
fifteen inches and were able to fire at a single target and over a dis- 
tance of eleven miles a charge of seven tons, an increase of about a ton 
over the charge wliich the Onon’5 ten guns of 13. 5 inches could fire. 

Evidently in the construction of these monsters the Admiralty 
was not sacrificing speed to the size of the vessel or its armament. 
The reason was that all the new English Dreadnoughts were 
driven by petrol. Given equahty of size the use of petrol enor- 
mously enhanced the vessel’s speed, made it far easier to reach full 
speed, and refuelling on the open sea a far speedier process, and 
one requiring fewer hands. The amount of energy derived from 
petrol was 40 per cent greater than that derived from the same 
weight of coal. How were the necessary supplies of petrol to be 
insured? And how was the Government to overcome the oppo- 
sition of those powerful private interests at home whose profit 
demanded that the British navy should use coal fuel? And what 
could be done to prevent the State as a consumer of petrol being 
held to ransom by the Societies which had a monopoly of the 
wells? Churchill hit upon the daring plan of making the British 
Government joint owner of the wells in Southern Persia. He had 
many difficulties to surmount, deep-rooted prejudices against 
State ownership, and the suspicion at a juncture when the Marconi 
scandal was before the public, of a personal interest in the under- 
taking.i Backed however by the report of a parhamentary com- 

1 His real motive however was to free the Admiralty trorn the pressure of the great oil 
companies in Mexico and even in the British colony of Trinidad. Moreover, t e po me 
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mittec of which he had dared to make Lord Fisher chairman he 
won the victory. By thus obtaining possession of considerable 
supplies of petroleum the British State assured her supremacy at 
sea when that supremacy had become more than ever necessary 
to protect her free communications with the Persian coast.^ 


10 

Moreover, all these calculations were concerned exclusively 
with Dreadnoughts and Post-Dreadnoughts. For tne Admiralty 
had for the reasons given above adopted that principle in its calcu- 
lation. But were these reasons so decisive as they were said to be? 
It is true that ironclads of the pre-Dreadnought types were being 
superseded and that in consequence of the dramatic innovation 
constituted by the advent of the Dreadnought it was wise to look 
forward to the day when they would disappear altogether. But 
it had not yet arrived. In 1914 England would possess fifty-eight 
battleships less than twenty years old as against only thirty-five 
German, and when we compare the battleships of pre-Dread- 
nought type, England’s superiority was overwhelming. There 
were two ships of the Lord Nelson type of 16,500 tons built 
immediately before the Dreadnoughts and so closely akin 
to the latter that satisticians could reckon or refuse to reckon 
them as such, as they wished to prove the strength or the 
weakness of the British navy. There were eight ships of the King 
Edward type of 16,350 tons, eight of the Fonnidahlc type of 15,000, 
six of the Canopus type of 12,950 and nine of the Majestic type of 
14,900 tons. To all these Germany could oppose from the pre- 


activitics of the Mexican company created diplomatic difficulties with the United States 
(see Burton J. Hendrick, The Life and Letters of Walter H. Pa^e, vol. i, pp. 175 sqq ). And 
one of its chief shareholders was Lord Murray, one of the pohticiaiis involved in the 
Marconi affair. See the debates H. of C., July 17, 1913 {Parliamentary Debates, Commons 
1913, 5rh Series, vol. Ivi, pp. 1477, 1561 sqq.). 

^ 4 & 5 Geo. 5, Cap. 37: An Act to provide Money for the purpose of the Acquisition 
of Share or Loan Capital of the Anglo-Pcrsian Oil Company Limited {Anglo- Persian Od 
Company [Acquisition of Capital] Act, 1914). By its provisions a sum of yr2, 200,000 was 
placed at the disposal of the Treasury and added to the Consolidated Fund. For the Bill 
sec the important debate in the FIousc of Commons on June 17, 1914 {Pari Deb., 
Commons 1914, 5th Ser., vol. Ixni, pp. 1131 sqq.). One of the difficulties involved in the 
.substitution of oil for coal in the navy was to placate the coal industry. The Government 
therefore explained that they intended to conduct experiments in the extraction of petrol 
from coal. See on the question, Nauy {Oil Fuel) Agreement with the Anglo-Persian Oil 
Company Limited, 1914, p. 5. 
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Dreadnought era only twenty-two ironclads not one of which 
exceeded 13,000 tons, and which included two old-fashioned 
httle ironclads of the Haqen type which displaced no more than 
4,000.^ 

If we take further points of comparison and consider the old 
cruisers, whose type was obsolete but which were still capable of 
active service, and the Hght cruisers British superiority was more 
than double.^ And the British advantage in submarines both al- 
ready built and in course of construction was more than double.^ 
In 1912 the Admiralty asked Parhament to vote the sums required 
to maintain a personnel of 137,500 as against the 66,700 sailors of 
the German fleet. Here again the proportion was more than 
double and the Admiralty and Churchill were determined to 
maintain by a progressive increase which would produce in 1920 
a total of 230,000 seamen, a ratio far removed from that ratio of 
60 per cent with which they professed to be content. 

We must add that in her dockyards England was building not 
only for her own needs but for those of foreign countries. In the 
event of war it would be easy to commandeer vessels originally 
destined to fight under a foreign flag which could be transformed 
in the twinkling of an eye into British men-of-war. In July 1914 
four large vessels of respectively 23,000, 27,500, 26,200, and 
28,000 tons were being built in British dockyards — two for 
Turkey, and two for Chile.^ That is to say, there were four Super- 
Dreadnoughts which the Admiralty knew were at its disposal 
which had never formed part of any programme of naval con- 

^ Fleets {Great Britain and Foreign Countries) Return Showing the Fleets of Great Britain^ 
France, Russia, Germany, Italy, Austria-Hungary, United States of America and Japan, on the 
1 st day of January, 1914 , omitting Battleships, Battle Cruisers and Cruisers, ouer twenty years old 
from date of launch and distinguishing, both built and building. Battleships, Battle Cruisers and 
Cruisers, Light Cruisers, Torpedo Vessels, Torpedo Boat Destroyers, Torpedo Boats and Submar- 
ines: — Return to show Date of Launch, Date of Completion, Displacement, Horse-Power, and 
Armaments reduced to a Common Scale. Admiralty, February 1914 The piibliciition which 
began in 1896 and had been annual since 1911 was generally known as the Dickinson 
Return. Churclnll himself warned Germany that England would be satistied with a 
superiority of 60 per cent in Dreadnoughts, only so long as the pre-Dreadnoughts remained 
in commission. (H. of C., March 18, 1912; Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1912, 5th 
Scries, vol. xxxv, p. 1556.) 

* Cruisers of an old type: 40 British to 9 German. Light Criuscrs already finished: 60 
British to 43 German, under construction 19 British to 6 German. 

* Submarines already built; 69 British to 24 German: imder construction 27 British to 
14 German. 

* The Russian Government wanted to purchase the two Chilean ironclads, but the 
Government of Chile refused, pointing out that the British Admiralty possessed a right 
of pre-emption. (The Russian naval attach<f m London, to the Chief of Staff of the Russian 
navy; Graf. Benckendorff’s Diplomatischer Briefwechselt vol. iii, p. 281.) 
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struction or been counted in any comparison between the German 
and British navies. Add to this the powerful reserve which the 
Admiralty possessed in England’s immense mercantile marine, 
large vessels easily transformed into auxihary cruisers or trans- 
ports, small vessels which could be employed in a great variety of 
ways for the defence of the coast. When Germany devoted the 
new fleet of which she was so proud to a single purpose, to harass 
England on the seas where admittedly she could not hope to wrest 
the supremacy from her, she could not have committed herself 
to a more ungrateful and futile task. 


II 

Nevertheless, she succeeded in harassing England and the latter 
to make her position still more secure sought additional strength 
beyond her borders. She called upon her Colonics for assistance. 
And she transformed or was preparing to transform her diplo- 
matic ententes with France and Russia into naval agreements. 

We have already seen how from the date when the first of the 
Imperial Conferences met, one of the principal aims of the British 
Government which summoned them was to obtain from the Self- 
Governing Dominions a contribution, direct or indirect, to im- 
perial defence. As time went on and the German fleet grew the 
appeal from the Home Government became more pressing. In 
1909 a special conference had been summoned devoted exclusively 
to studying military and naval problems.^ The aim the Admiralty 
had in view was clearly explained in the official note which 
wound up the proceedings of the Conference. The common in- 
terest of all parts of the Empire demanded a single fleet under a 
single command with identical training and discipline for all its 
crews. All that required to be settled was the proportion in which 
each colony should contribute to the support and expansion of 
the British navy. 

But it was necessary to take account of the sentiments of local 
patriotism which had grown up in the Colonies and the desire of 
every colony to possess a fleet of its own. For a long time Austraha 


^ The discussions were private and no reports were published. For the conclusions 
reached see Asquith’s statement H. of C., August 26, 1909 (Parliamentary Debates, Com- 
mons 1909, 5th Scries, vol. ix, pp. 2310 sqq.). 
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had cherished an explicit programme on this point, to which the 
Imperial Conference of 1903 had made concessions. A compro- 
mise suggested by The Times^ by which AustraUa and New Zealand 
would undertake to defray the cost of building and maintaining 
a special squadron which would be the imperial squadron in the 
Indian Ocean and the Pacific, met with scant success. New Zea- 
land alone formally promised to pay for the construction of a 
Dreadnought to be placed at the disposal of England for the pur- 
poses of imperial defence on condition that England promised in 
return to send New Zealand a certain number of light vessels for 
the defence of her shores. AustraUa would pay the cost of another 
Dreadnought but it was to form part of the Australian fleet. 
Canada was even more refractory and the sole result of the con- 
ference was to draw up a programme of naval construction as 
unambitious as possible. A small navy, strictly local, would be 
built to be divided between the Atlantic and Pacific coasts and 
amounting only to five light cruisers and six torpedo boat des- 
troyers, and even tliis extremely modest programme remained on 
paper. 

The Conference of 1911 brought the question no further. The 
utmost the mother country could obtain from her Self-Governing 
Colonics after lengthy discussions, and when the principle had 
been admitted that ‘the naval forces of the dominions of Canada 
and AustraUa would be subject only to the direction of their res- 
pective Governments’ was that the regulations governing the 
training and discipUne of the crews should be identical with those 
in force in the mother country, that the officers and men should 
be ‘interchangeable’ and that ‘in time of war, when the fleets of 
the dominions, in whole or in part, should have been placed under 
the authority of the Imperil Government, the vessels would 
make an integral part of the British fleet and would remain under 
the direction of the British Admiralty for the whole duration of 
hostiUties’.^ But in 1912, when Churchill was at the Admiralty, it 
seemed as though the mother country would succeed at last. The 
Admiralty had secured from the native chiefs of Malaya the gift 
of an ironclad. And at the General Election in Canada the Con- 
servative party, under Borden, defeated Laurier and his Liberal 
foUowers. Its programme, frankly imperialist, involved the con- 

‘ Imperial Cotiference i 9 U. Dominions No. 9 . Papers laid before the Imperial Conference: 
Naval and Military Defence, p. 2. Resolutions, i. 2, and 19. 

609 



INTERNATIONAL ANARCHY 


struction of a genuine navy including three battle cruisers of the 
most modem type. 

What use would the Admiralty make of these ironclads or 
battle cruisers ? In the two important speeches he delivered in the 
House of Commons in March 1913 and in March 1914 to present 
the navy estimates, Churchill pointed out that the real danger to 
which the Self-Governing Colonies of America and Australasia 
were exposed lay in European waters. If England perished, their 
safety perished with her. He therefore urged the formation of an 
‘Imperial Squadron’ with its base at Gibraltar wliich should ‘cruise 
freely about the British Empire, visiting the varioui Dominions, 
and showing itself ready to operate at any threatened point at 
home or abroad*.^ It would consist of the Malaya, the New Zea- 
land and the three battle cruisers which Canada proposed to build. 
But Churcliill did not despair of witnessing the day when Australia 
would make her contribution to it. What good purpose could be 
served by the Dreadnought for which she had decided to pay 
and which was launched in the summer of 1913, if it remained 
in Australian waters? It would serve only to flatter Austrahan 
vanity. The defence of the coast could be performed equally well 
by cruisers, torpedo boats, and submarines. And might we not 
hope that the latest addition to the Dominions, South Africa her- 
self, would one day take her part, when the reconcihation between 
the two races who had colonized her had been completed, in the 
perils and glory of the Empire? 

This ambitious project disturbed naval experts in Germany. 
Was this the meaning of the proposals made by Churchill in the 
House of Commons, and Lord Haldane at Bcrhn? They had 
spoken of eight English squadrons to five German, and of a 
superiority of 60 per cent in Dreadnoughts. Now it was explained 
that the formula as interpreted by England referred only to the 
seas of Northern Europe, and excluded the battleships contributed 
by the Empire.® In 1913 and the three following years the British 
Empire would lay down four ships of the hne, the Malaya and the 
three Canadian battle cruisers, over and above the twenty-one 
whose construction had been officially announced. Six capital 

^ H. of C., March 26, 1913 (Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1913, 5th Senes, voL 1 , 
pp. 1760-3); March 17, 1914 (ibid., 1914, 5th Scr., vol. lix, pp. 1933-5)- 

® Despatch from the Capitain dc fregate de Saint-Seine, French naval attach(J in London, 
quoted by Lieutenant-Colonel dc La Paiiousc, military attache in a letter to Millerand, 
Minister for War, June 24, 1912 (Documents diplomatiques frangais, 3e S^rie, vol. iii, p. 164) . 
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ships would thus be built in 1913 to three German, five to two 
in 1914 I 9 I 5 » five to three in 1916 and four to two in 1917. 

That is to say, during the six years from 1912 to 1917 England 
would build twenty-nine ships instead of twenty-five as against 
fourteen German — more than double. Germany had good reason 
to declare herself duped. 

Her anxiety was dispelled by a new revolt of local patriotism. 
In 1913 Borden was unable to obtain the consent of the Ottawa 
Parhamcnt to the first instalment of his naval programme and 
though he expressed his intention to persist with liis plan and fight 
the Liberal opposition, he was not very hkely to find future con- 
ditions more favourable than on the morrow of liis triumph at 
the polls in 1912. In AustraHa the Ministry of Defence protested 
that ChurchiU’s plan amounted to a repudiation of the agreement 
of 1909. The Dreadnought had been built as part of an exclusively 
Austrahan fleet. If the First Lord of the Admiralty was right in 
suggesting that vessels of tliis type were useless in the Pacific, 
Austraha ought not to build them. Even loyal New Zealand com- 
plained. England, while incorporating the Neii^ Zealand in her 
imperial navy, had not given her colony the two light cruisers and 
the submarines she had promised in 1909. If she did not keep her 
promise within a year New Zealand would build a cruiser at her 
own cost, but it would be stationed in home waters. In short, 
England must content herself, for the present at least, with only 
two vessels to reinforce her imperial navy, the New Zealand and 
the Malaya. Churclhll, disappointed in this direction, was driven 
back upon the expedient of wliich we have already spoken to 
advance the date every year when the construction of the new 
vessels was put in hand. 


12 

There were indeed imperiahsts to whom it was repugnant to 
depend upon the colonies for the security of the United Kingdom. 
How much more repugnant it must have been to them to see 
England seeking help, not from these young nations who were 
after aU British, but from foreign nations so lately her mihtary 
and naval rivals. 

The Admiralty no doubt acted prudently when they alhed them- 
selves with the French navy against the German. For Germany 
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dominated the Triple Alliance. In obedience to her instructions, 
Austria was beginning to build Dreadnoughts and these could 
hardly be left out of account in a calculation of the forces 
Germany could employ against England in the event of war. Italy 
was also building them and though the Itahan fleet was probably 
intended to combat Austria rather than her enemies, and though 
it was most unlikely that Italy would ever take part against 
England in a naval war between Austria and the latter, the fact 
remained that Italy like Austria was Germany's a%. England 
must therefore put forward a still greater effort or trust to France 
to guard the Mediterranean. The surprising thing is indeed that 
the Admiralty waited till 1911 before deciding upop a naval 
understanding with France, though the two armies ' had been 
collaborating for the past five years. The explanation is that the 
British army, taught humility by the disillusionments of the Boer 
War, was forced to admit that although the German army was 
far stronger than the French, the British had much to learn from 
the latter, whereas the contempt for the French navy entertained 
for many years by the British prevented the latter from entertain- 
ing the idea of concerted action. The Agadir crisis in August 1911 
brought home to the British Government the danger involved by 
this attitude of haughty isolation adopted by the Admiralty. 
When Churchill succeeded McKenna he determined to inaugur- 
ate a new pohey. A month had not passed before the Enghsh 
authorities made overtures to the French naval attache,^ and since 
the French Government soon passed into the control of a states- 
man who, reversing liis predecessor's policy, was anxious to 
tighten the entente with England, the understanding between the 
two armies was soon completed by an understanding between the 
two navies. 

When he introduced the navy estimates on March 18, 1912, 
Churchill announced his intention to redistribute the squadrons 
charged with the defence of the United Kingdom.^ In future 
there would be three fleets comprising in all eight squadrons of 
eight battleships each. The first of these, four battle squadrons of 
Dreadnoughts, would be kept permanently on active service, 

^ Capitain de fregate Lc Gouz dc Saint-Seine, naval attach^ in London, to Delcassd, 
Minister of Marine, December ii, 1911 {Documents diplomafiques frangais, 3c Seric, vol. i, 
p. 328). 

* H. of C., March 18, 1912 {Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1912, 5th Series, vol. 
XXXV, pp. 1564 sqq.). 
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ready for action without any previous mobilization. The second 
consisting of two squadrons, also on active service, would never- 
theless be obhged in the event of war to visit the bases of its units 
to obtain supplementary crews. The third, also consisting of two 
squadrons, would be a reserve fleet, but a special reserve would be 
formed to man it, the ‘immediate reserve’, which could be called 
up in advance of a general mobilization. 

These measures were a direct reply to the new German naval 
law. Germany was increasing the number of her permanently 
mobihzed ships. England would follow suit. But to form the 
‘first fleet’ the ‘Atlantic fleet’ must be withdrawn from its base at 
Gibraltar for which EngHsh ports would be substituted. The 
‘Mediterranean fleet’, now the fourth fleet, would take its place 
at Gibraltar, leaving the Mediterranean without Enghsh capital 
ships. The step intensified the concentration of the British navy, 
which in response to the pressure of the German navy was with- 
drawing it from the extremities to the centre of die Empire. Did 
this mean that British interests in the Mediterranean would be 
left unprotected? Or would England count upon the French fleet 
to protect the common interests of the entente? not the pur- 
pose of Asquith’s visit to Malta in May to discuss this question 
with Fisher, who came from liis Itahan villa, and Kitchener, who 
came from Egypt to meet him? Were not the joumahsts who at 
tliis moment were advocating the transformation of the entente 
into an aUiance in the councils of the Foreign Office and the 
Admiralty? What truth was there in the rumour, current in 
August, of negotiations between England and France for a naval 
entente ? The answer to these questions seemed to have been given 
in September when it was announced that six ironclads of the 
third French squadron had been transferred from Brest to Toulon 
to form, together with the vessels already stationed in the latter 
port, a single fleet of eighteen ironclads and six armoured cruisers. 
It was not a powerful fleet; there were no Dreadnoughts. But it 
was sufficiently strong to counterbalance the combined fleets of 
Austria and Itdy, supposing the latter were alhed, for like France 
neither of these powers had as yet completed a Dreadnought. 
Thus France assumed before the wnole world the task of proteaing 
against possible attacks by the aUics of Germany the route to India 
between Gibraltar and Port Said, now stripped of Enghsh capital 
ships. On the other hand England made herself responsible for the 
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defence of the French coast on the North Sea, the Channel, and 
even the Atlantic, henceforward devoid of French ironclads. 

Rumour had spoken the truth; a naval convention was being 
negotiated between the two Powers. Negotiations had in fact 
been begun at the bcgiiming of September 1911 to prepare for 
the danger which many regarded as imminent, of war between 
the tlirce Western Powers and a verbal agreement had been 
reached as to the respective spheres of action to be allotted to the 
British and French fleets in the event of hostilities.^ jThey were 
revived on the basis of the new distribution of the British squad- 
rons in July 1912. At first Churcliill, not to commit ^e Foreign 
Office, asked for an explicit declaration in the preamble that the 
agreement should be operative only if Great Britain and France 
were actually engaged in conducting a joint war and should not 
restrict the poHtical freedom of each Government to participate 
or not to participate in such a war.^ When the teclmical agree- 
ments were concluded in January and February 1913 they bound 
the contracting parties only to take the necessary steps for co- 
operation in the Mediterranean or elsewhere ‘in the event of a 
war in wliich Great Britain and France are allied against the Triple 
AlHance’ and to defend the Straits of Dover and the Channel ‘in 
the event of being allied with the French Government in a war 
with Germany’. It was onto these naval negotiations that Paul 
Gambon grafted the diplomatic negotiations which ended in the 
exchange of notes in October. Thus httle more than a year after 
Agadir the diplomatic entente was committed for the first time 
to writing, the mihtary understanding ratified for the first time 
by the Cabinet and, most significant of all, the diplomatic and 
mihtary agreements completed by a naval agreement. 

The naval agreement was and remained secret, but the new 
distribution of the British and French fleets could not be con- 
cealed and it caused considerable dissatisfaction in England. 
Churchill was attacked by a formidable combination of critics. 

^ Capitain de fregate Lc Gouz de Saint-Seme to Dclcassc, Minister of Marine, July lo, 
1912 (Documents diplomatiques frangais, 3e Serie, vol. iii, pp. 235-6. Cf. vol. i, p. 328 «.). 

■ Capitain de fregate Le Gouz de Saint-Seme to Deicass6, July 10 and 18 (Documents 
diplomatiques frangais, se Sdric, vol. iii, pp. 235, 270). Delcass^ to Poincard, September 17, 
1912, letter enclosing a preliminary draft of a naval convention with notes (ibid., pp. 506 
sqq.); Paul Cambon to Poincard, September 19, 1912 (ibid., pp. 523 sqq.). Poincard to 
Paul Cambon, September 20, 1912 (ibid., p. 530). Capitain de fregate Lc Gouz de Saint- 
Seine to Vice-Admiral Aubert, September 21, 1912 (ibid., p. 546). (Documents diploma- 
tiques frangaiSf vol. v, pp. 486, 490.) 

614 



THE WEST AND ARMED PEACE 


The imperialists disliked entrusting the Mediterranean commu- 
nications of the Empire to the protection of a foreign Power.^ 
The pacifists objected to the British fleet taking charge of the 
French coast of the Channel as involving the subordination of 
British policy to the French Foreign Office. To disarm his critics 
Churchill promised in July 1912 to send to Malta four cruisers of 
the Invincible type to compensate for the departure of the fourth 
fleet, transferred a month before to Gibraltar. And it was no doubt 
to dispel the same misgivings that a httle later he contemplated 
the formation of an imperial squadron, with its base at Gibraltar, 
which would release five Dreadnoughts for the Mediterranean. 
When the project failed, he despatched to the Mediterranean in 
November 1913^ a division of the first squadron, four Dread- 
noughts, and a division of the third squadron of cruisers, four 
large armoured cruisers, to take part in joint manoeuvres with the 
Mediterranean fleet. Finally, on March 17, 1914, when he intro- 
duced the amiiial navy" estimates he explained that the acceleration 
effected in building the three Super-Dreadnoughts laid down in 
1913-T4 would enable the Admiralty by the end of 1915 to send 
to Malta a squadron of eight battlesliips, of which at least six 
would be Dreadnoughts to replace the four battle cruisers sta- 
tioned there in 1912.^ The imperiahsts were satisfied; British pres- 
tige in the Mediterranean was secure. But nothing had been done 
to reassure the pacifists, the opponents of any intervention in a 
European war. The defence of the north coast of France was in 
tact entrusted to the British fleet, and so great was the naval weak- 
ness of France, that just because it obhgcd her to entrust her safety 
to British aid, it was her surest guarantee that tliat aid would not 
be withlield. 


13 

When the negotiations for a naval convention between England 
and France opened in July 1912, a naval convention between 
France and Russia had just been concluded. France adopted a 

^ Sec Lord Esher’s essay entitled ‘Naval and Military Situation’ in his book, The In'- 
Jiuettce of King Edward and Other Essays, 1915. At the Malta Conference in May 19 1 2, 
Kitchener had expressed himself strongly against abandoning the Mediterranean to the 
French fleet, (Sir George Arthur, Life of Lord Kitchener, 1920, vol. ii, p. 336.) 

* H. of C., July 22, 1914 (Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1914; 5th Series, vol. xli, 
P- 855). 

^ H. of C., March 17, 1914 (ibid., 1912, sth Ser., vol. lix, p. 1929)- 
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programme of naval construction which would at last give her 
Dreadnoughts and produce by 1920 a fleet of twenty-eight large 
ironclads. The Russian Government, confident that it had over- 
come the danger of revolution, was actively engaged in creating 
a new navy, since her old navy had been practically annihilated 
by Japan. Four Super-Dreadnoughts had dready been launched 
and the Duma had just sanctioned the construction of three more 
large ironclads and four battle cruisers. The German Government 
hoped, it would seem, to alarm England by calling^ her attention 
to the danger she might one day incur from these French and 
Russian armaments. In 1914 Tirpitz was careful not Wen to allude 
to the naval power of Britain and to justify the nava^ expenditure 
of his country as her inevitable reply to the expenditure of France 
and Russia. England however did not regard with disfavour the 
understanding between the Russian and French navies and the 
reinforcement of both. If Germany were challenged in the Baltic, 
France stronger in the Mediterranean, England would be freer to 
meet the German menace in the North Sea. When, therefore, in 
April 1914, King George visited Paris, accompanied by Grey, 
whose presence invested the visit with an exceptional i^iportance,^ 
the French Prime Minister, at the suggestion of the Czar, asked 
the Enghsh Government to empower the Admiralty to negotiate 
with the Russian naval authorities an agreement similar to that 
concluded between France and Russia in 1912, and between 
France and England in 1913. Grey, whom the Czar had already 
approached directly,^ made no objection. 

Conversations took place in London at the beginning of May 
between Grey, Benckendorff, Paul Cambon, and Isvolsky, who 
had come from Paris for the purpose. Subsequently Grey would 
seem to have followed the procedure he had inaugurated in 1906 
and left the Admiralty a free hand to conduct negotiations in 

^ Valuable information about this visit will be found in the Austrian diplomatic docu- 
ments. Despatch from their councillor to the legation Count Karl Trauttmansdorff, Lon- 
don, Apnl 24, 1914. Report from the Ambassador Mensdor/f, May 8, 1914; Osterreich- 
Uttgarns Aussenpolitik . . . vol. vii, p. 1085; vol. viii, pp. 21-2. With the approval of the 
Foreign Office The Times invited the French historian Ernest Lavisse to write an article on 
the occasion of the King’s visit celebrating the entente cordialc which this very month of 
April had reached its tenth amiivcrsary. But when The Times asked Arthur Balfour, the 
Prime Minister of 1909 and Lord Lansdownc his Foreign Secretary to supplement the 
French by an English article, they refused, disapproving it would seem of the excessive 
importance which The Times and, indirectly, the Foreign Office attributed to the royal 
visit. (H. Wickham Steed, Through Thirty Years, vol. i, pp. 388 sqq.) 

* For the conversation on April 3 between the Czar and Sir C^orge Buchanan see Sir 
George Buchanan, My Mission to Russia, vol. i, p. 183. 
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which from that moment he took no further part.^ When indis- 
cretions were committed at Petersburg, the German Press de- 
nounced these suspicious conversations, the Radical Press took 
alarm and a question was asked in Parliament. Grey gave the 
stereotyped answer: ‘If war arose between European powers, 
there were no impublished agreements which would restrict or 
hamper the freedom of the Government or of Parhament to de- 
cide whether or not Great Britain should participate in a war. 
That answer . . . remains as true to-day as it was a year ago. No 
negotiations have since been concluded with any Power that 
would make the statement less true. No such negotiations are in 
progress, and none arc hkely to be entered upon, so far as I can 
judge.’* There was not a word in the reply which was not Hterally 
true. The accuracy of the semi-official statement published in the 
Westminster Gazette that ‘there is no naval agreement, nor any 
negotiations with a view to a naval agreement, between Great 
Britain and Russia’,® was more dubious. The statement was cer- 
tainly true, if it meant that in consequence of the awkward revela- 
tions the negotiations had been suspended. At the moment when 
the article in the Westminster Gazette appeared they were not in 
progress. But it had been decided it would seem that they should 
be renewed in August under conditions of greater secrecy when 
Prince Louis of Battcnberg, at once a Prince of the blood royal 
and a Sea Lord, was expected to visit Petersburg.* 

British policy during the two years preceding the war was 
marked by curious inconsistencies. On the one hand the Govern- 
ment wished to remain free, and perhaps genuinely believed itself 
free, to intervene or not to intervene in an eventual war. To pre- 
serve this hberty it had attempted a policy of rapprochement with 
Germany, which it regarded as consistent with the ententes with 


* Lord Grey of Fallodon, 7 Wfily-Fii’e VMK.vol.i, pp. 284-5. 

* H. of C., June II, 1914 {Parliamentdfy Debates, Commons 1914, 5th Series, vol. Ixiii, 

p. 458). 

® Westminster Gazette, June r • i 

‘ Count Benckendorffto Sazonov, May 20, June 2, 1914 {UnLivre Neir, vol. u, pp. 324 
sqq.). Secret report by Captain Wolkolf. Russian naval attache m London, May 24, June 

6, 1914. (Gist BenckeadoiR’s Diphmaiischer Briefivechsel.Ei. 1928, vol. m. pp. 281 2) 

Count Benckendorffto Sazonov, May 29, June ii, 1914 (Un P- 3 *®’ 

Der diplomatische Brierwechsel Istvolskys. vol. iv, p. 133). Count 

June 19, luly 2, 1914 (Graf Bcnckcndorlf’s Diplomalischer Briefu’echsel, Ed. 1928, vol. iii. 
pp. 281-2). Sir Edward Grey’s despatch to Sir George Buchanan of June 25, 1914 « no' 
the denial which it appears at first sight. Grey simply protests agaiirst ‘he report tha^ 
convention had been actually concluded and that it comprised an agreement on the ques- 
tion of the Dardanelles. (British Documents . . . vol. xi, p. o.) 
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France and Russia. On the other hand it strengthened the defences 
of die Empire, and with this object sought to achieve a closer co- 
operation with the Colonies, France, and Russia, measures which 
had no meaning apart from the eventuaUty of an armed struggle 
between England and Germany. But the paradox of this double- 
edged policy did but accentuate, say if you like caricature, the 
paradox of that European system it had become customary to 
term armed peace. 

To confine ourselves to the two rival nations with jwhich we 
are particularly concerned here, we observe that the mmtary and 
naval expenditure of Great Britain had more than doubled be- 
tween 1895, the year in which the imperiahsts came into power 
and J913 when the Liberals had held office for eight Wears. In 
Germany during the same period they had been quadrupled and 
on the eve of the Great War exceeded the British figure by 
000,000, more than a fifth. In an extremely pessimistic 
speech in which, while calling attention to the evil he avowed 
himself at a loss for a remedy, Lloyd George estimated at 
/|40,ooo,ooo the annual increase in the world's expenditure on 
armaments. It is not surprising that this ruinous competition 
terrified those who retained sufficient independence of judgment 
not to be swept away by the tide. In the United States the head 
of the Government, President Wilson, who in consequence of the 
geographical position of liis country could adopt towards the 
affairs of Europe the attitude of an impartial umpire, took alarm. 
When at the close of 1913 Sir William Tyrell, Grey's private 
secretary, visited Washington to discuss grave questions outstand- 
ing between England and the United States, wliich he settled to 
the satisfaction of both countries, the suggestion took shape of an 
unofficial mission to be undertaken by Colonel House to the rulers 
of the great European Powers with the object of devising some 
safeguard against the danger of war. An alhance between England 
and the United States, an alhance b^ween England, the United 
States, and Germany, an organized entente of all the great Powers, 
were the various projects which entertained the dreams of Anglo- 
Saxon politicians and formed the subject of their confidential dis- 
cussions until late in July, at the very time when the British 
Admiralty was negotiating or preparing to negotiate with Russia.^ 

^ The Intimate Papers of Colonel House arranged as a Narrative by Colonel Seymour, 
vol. i, pp. 266 sqq. See especially for the rigorous secrecy with which the conversations 
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But by the end of May, Colonel House had lost heart. ‘The situa- 
tion is extraordinary,’ he wrote from Berlin. ‘It is militarism run 
stark mad. Unless someone acting for you can bring about a 
different understanding, there is some day to be an awful cata- 
clysm. No one in Europe can do it. There is too much hatred, too 
many jealousies,’^ Nevertheless, if we consider only the Western 
nations of Europe it is by no means so clear that the imminent 
war was the natural consequence of the system of armed peace, 
as it had been in operation for many years past. 

The cost was ruinous. But can one purchase too dearly the 
blessings of peace? And many competent thinkers regarded a 
democratic system which enfranchised the masses and imposed 
mihtary service on the wealthy as favourable to peace and stable 
international relations. In support of their contention they could 
appeal to the fact that the host of diplomatic conflicts, between 
England and France, England and Germany, and France and Ger- 
many, which during the last forty years had seemed to place the 
nations on the brink of armed conflict, had never led to war. One 
of the two parties had given way or a compromise had been 
arranged. Bloodshed had been avoided. Why should it be differ- 
ent in 1913 or 1914? There was no issue likely to provoke a direct 
conflict between England and Germany. War between the two 
countries could arise only from a war between Germany and a 
third Power. From a war with France? What matter of dispute 
between the two nations could be foreseen, sufficiently serious to 


lead to war ? Morocco ? A considerable section of German opinion 
had not renounced the hope that Germany would regain a footing 
in that country. But the German Government would certainly 
not be so foohsh as to strengthen the entente between France and 
England by another Tangier or Agadir at a time when its clnef 
anxiety was to consohdate its position in Europe by allaying 
British mistrust. Alsace? The issue had been revived in some 
quarters both in Paris and in Alsace itself. But what French 
Cabinet w'ould undertake the responsibility of a war of revenge? 
The politicians knew that nothing was more remote from the 

were conducted House’s conversation with Tyrell: ‘Tyrdl brought word to me t^day 
that Sir Edward said he did not wish to send anything official 
offending French and Russian sensibilities 111 the event it should 
thought that it was one of those things that had best be done informal y Y- 

(Colonel House to President Wilson, July 3, ipH; vol. 1, p. 277.) „ . - ^ f ;/% 

1 The Intimate Papers oj Colonel House, vol. 1. p. 255. Cf. Burton J. Hendnck, The UJc 

and Letters of Walter H. PagCi vol. i, pp. srjo sqq. 
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thoughts of the country as a whole, and it was fear of a German 
attack not the desire to undertake a war of aggression which had 
won the nation's consent to a reinforcement of the army. They 
also knew that France unaided was too weak to sustain a war with 
Germany and that they could not count on British aid in a war of 
this kind. Indeed, they were aware that to raise the question of 
Alsace would be the surest way to alienate British sympathies. In 
pontifical tones The Times, an organ by no means unfriendly to 
France, had solemnly warned the French against the consequences 
of such imprudence. ‘If the French people camiot hclp\thinking 
of it, they should bear Gambetta’s counsel in mind, and keep 
their thoughts to themselves.’^ \ 

If, nevertheless, the danger of war became serious about the 
beginning of 1914, it was for reasons, though many Freiichmen 
and Enghshmen were not aware of the fact, which had nothing 
to do with problems of western pohtics. It was the result of a 
sudden change in the relations between Germany and Russia. In 
spite of the Franco-Russian alliance, the rapprochement between 
Russia and England, and the formation of the Triple Entente they 
were as we have seen still good, when the storm kindled by the 
episode of Bosnia had blown over, and continued to be good until 
after Agadir. They suddenly became very bad at the close of 1912 
and the German Staff could never have wrested from the Govern- 
ment and the Reichstag the army law of 1913, which made the 
European war inevitable, if the diplomatic situation in Eastern 
Europe had not aroused with good reason a host of new anxieties 
in Bcrhn. Was the Russian or the German Government respon- 
sible for these new risks of war? The Governments themselves 
still desired peace. Not individuals or governments but the col- 
lective passions of the masses must bear the responsibiUty. In their 
own despite the Governments were pushed forward by their sub- 
jects’ irresistible pressure. To understand the chain of events which 
led England on August 4, 1914, to declare war on Germany we 
must acquaint ourselves with the nature and origins of these 
currents of popular feeling which from Asia to the Balkans, from 
the Balkans to the southern frontier of Germany, swept onward 
from struggle to struggle, from one national revolution to another 
until they had submerged the West in the deluge of war. 

^ March 3, 1^13. 
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II THE EAST AND THE PRINCIPLE OF NATIONALITY 

I 

We have already had occasion at the beginning of tliis volume 
to comment upon the important part in human history played by 
the victory of Japan over Russia in 1905. It was an example to the 
whole of Asia, indeed to all those races which Europe had bran- 
ded as permanently inferior. There was however a fundamental 
distinction between Japan and the other Asiatic civilizations. 
Under its theocratic and feudal monarchy Japan had success- 
fully resisted all the attempts of the Western Powers to establish 
themselves in her territory. Elsewhere the situation was com- 
pletely different. Everywhere else the native monarchies and aris- 
tocracies had been conquered or corrupted and had allowed their 
dominions to be more or less completely annexed. If, therefore, 
the Asiatic peoples were to throw off the yoke of the West, their 
liberation must begin by a revolt against their own Governments 
— and the watchword of revolt had been taught by the West. In 
the nineteenth century the principle of nationality had changed 
the face of Europe. That principle demanded that national inde- 
pendence should be acliieved by political autonomy, democratic 
parliamentary government, and universal suffrage. It no longer 
enjoyed its former credit in the West, where since parliamentary 
democracy had been estabhshed universally, other problems 
aroused popular enthusiasm and Sociahsm was gaining ground at 
the expense of Nationahsm. But it had now taken hold of Asia, 
which it would completely revolutionize. 

Of China in the first place. A revolt against foreign penetration 
and the Manchu dynasty had already followed the Japanese vic- 
tories of 1895, when everyone expected China to be partitioned 
between the Western Powers and Japan. The movement re- 
doubled its strength as a result of the Japanese victory of 1905. In 
1906 an edict was pubhshed promising poUtical reforms, and 
shortly afterwards a constitution was drawn up by which the 
Emperor would share the government with a representative, if 
not a democratic, assembly. In 1908, after the mysterious deaths 
within two days’ interval of the Emperor and the dowager 
Empress and the accession to the throne of an infant of three, 
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changes followed rapidly and assumed a revolutionary complex- 
ion, In 1911 the Emperor granted the assembly a responsible 
Cabinet, But when a rebellion broke out on the Yang-Tse-Kiang 
it was only partially suppressed by the Prime Minister, Yuan-Shi- 
Kai, an armistice was concluded with the rebels, and the Emperor 
abdicated having first set up a provincial Government to adminis- 
ter the country until the meeting of the Convention, which in 
1912 proclaimed a RepubHc. Had Repubhcanism conquered or 
been defeated? A year later Yuan-Shi-Kai made himself dictator 
and his Government displayed the same vices which mad dis- 
credited the former Imperial Government, But this did ifiot alter 
the enormous significance of a revolution which had overthrown 
the oldest of the great miUtary monarchies, \ 

The Chinese revolution proved detrimental to British influence. 
The control of the Chinese customs which England had exercised 
for the last fifty years was disputed and diminished, and if she 
succeeded in obtaining for one of her subjects the control of the 
duty on salt she renounced by a formal declaration her right, 
accepted without question hitherto, to audit the balance sheet of 
the railways built with British capital. Nor was it only the Chinese 
who extorted concessions from England in China. It was all very 
well for tlie new Chinese Governments to charge the former Im- 
perial Government with weakness — ^they were weaker still. And 
although a consortium of the four Great Powers had been estab- 
hshed to harmonize their respective economic ambitions, the 
struggle for concessions, the scramble for Chinese spoils recom- 
menced. An agreement between Russia and Japan compelled the 
Enghsh and Americans to retreat from Manchuria. France secured 
concessions in the south-west. And since Germany was intriguing 
against England on the Yang-Tsd-Kiang and England needed, not 
only in China but elsewhere, the diplomatic support of Russia, 
Japan, and France, her diplomacy was obviously faced with a 
checkmate. Under these circumstances it might have expected 
the support of the United States. For in many respects American 
policy in China was identical with British and it was in concert 
with America that in 1902 England had persuaded the Powers to 
proclaim the principle of the open door in China. But how much 
was left of that principle by 1914? And what weapons were at 
the disposal of the two great English-speaking nations to enforce 
it? The American Government was opposed to any kind of 
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miUtary intervention. And the British was compelled by the 
pressure of the German navy to withdraw gradually all its ships 
from Chinese waters.^ 

Meanwhile the revolt of China was spreading and provoking 
outside the country a far more direct opposition to British im- 
perialism. We have seen how in India the Indian Councils Bill of 
1909 had inaugurated an era of concessions to Hindu nationalism. 
But would the Nationalists be content with what was obviously a 
mere instalment? They made use of the elective clement thus 
introduced into the provincial legislative councils to render British 
administration difficult throughout the entire country. And they 
made their way into the branches of the Civil Service. Moreover 
violent agitation continued. There were assassinations and bomb 
throwing. England hoped to strike an effective blow by despatch- 
ing King George and the Queen to preside in person at the solemn 
Durbar, which inaugurated at Delhi the new capital of British 
India. The royal visit would, it was believed, endear the monarch 
to his Indian subjects and give a sentimental consecration to Hindu 
loyalty. The Hindu reply to this theatrical demonstration was the 
outrage committed a year later, on December 23, 1912, in this 
very city of Delhi. The Viceroy, Lord Hardinge was seriously 
wounded by a revolutionary, who successfully made his escape. 
England was clearly faced with a problem of extraordinary 
difficulty. ‘The English*, wrote a contemporary sadly, ‘are interes- 
ted in this problem. But they are also tolerably anxious and they 
make the mistake of letting this anxiety be seen.’^ 

We have seen how in Egypt the ‘Young-Egyptian* movement 
cast a cloud over the final period of Lord Cromer s administration. 
The administration of his successor, Sir Eldon Gorst, coincided 
with years of economic depression, financial difficulties, and a 
nationalist agitation amounting to rebclhon. Sir Eldon continued 
his predecessor*s methods, though in consequence of the assassi- 
nation of the Prime Minister and the discovery of a plot against 
his own hfe and the Khedive’s he found himself obliged to enforce 
the Press laws more stringently than hitherto. He extended local 
self-government, giving greater powers, particularly in the 
matter of education, to the provincial councils. But he firmly 

1 For the situation in China on the eve of the War sec an excellent amcle by J. O. P. 
Bland entitled ‘The Future of China’ {Edinburgh Review, October 1914. No. 450, pp- 427 

India and the English (Round Table, November 15. 1910; vol. i, No. 1. p. 45 )- 
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refused to introduce anything in the nature of a representative 
parliament. The first concessions to the Young-Egypt party were 
made by Kitchener, who succeeded Eldon in 1911. While taking 
energetic measures to improve the economic situation of the 
fellahin and attempting without success to solve tlie problem of 
the mixed tribunals, he drew up a constitution which was 
published in 1913. The Legislative Council and General Assembly 
were superseded by a single body, the ‘Legislative Ajssembly,' 
composed of eighty-nine members of whom sixty-six were 
elected. It would have the right to initiate legislation, v^liich the 
council of ministers could veto for reasons stated. Moreover the 
council would be obhged to submit any measure of legislation it 
thought desirable to the assembly, on which the new constitution 
conferred a suspensive veto. Only the civil list and foreign policy 
would be entirely excluded from its control. It would be elected 
indirectly by universal sufirage. In a document explaining the 
principles of the reform the hope was expressed that it would 
educate politically the native population and ‘little by httle’ 
enable it to secure from its legislature ‘a faithful representation of 
its interests’.^ 


2 

In Persia the revolt of Asia assumed the same form as every- 
where else. To strip of his power a sovereign whom they accused 
of being in the pay of Russia, the Nationalists of Teheran deman- 
ded a democratic constitution, an assembly elected by universal 
suffrage, and a responsible Government. They could count upon 
the sympathy of England, so that in Persia the same phenomenon 
could be witnessed which had occurred so often in other countries 
during the past century, a pre-established harmony between 
British interests and the cause of liberty. Twice during the year 
1906 several thousand of the population of Teheran encamped on 
the huge piece of ground which was the property of the British 
legation, and obtained by this gesture of passive protest first the 


^ Report for year 1913. Sidney Low, Egypt in Transition with an Introduction by the 
Earl of Cromer, 1914, pp. 230 sqq. Sir George Arthur, Life of Lord Kitchener, 1920, vol. ii, 
especially for the constitutional question, pp. 330 sqq. The account is far from clear but 
makes it plain that when he granted Egypt a 'Legislative Assembly* Kitchener had no 
intention of fostering the growth of a genuine system of parliamentary government in 
Egypt. 
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grant of a constitution by the Shah, then an actual election. But 
at this juncture the Anglo-Russian Convention of August 31, 
1907, was concluded. The Convention brought into line the 
pohey of the two empires in Asia and particularly in Persia. While 
affirming the ‘integrity and independence of Persia*, it recognized 
Russia’s ‘special interest’ in the northern portion of the country, 
which included Teheran, and the meaning of the plirase, as 
employed by European diplomacy, is obvious. England was 
therefore obliged by the pact of 1907 to betray at Teheran the 
Nationahst party, which had become accustomed to regard itself 
as the Enghsh party. The problem became even more difficult 
when, in 1910, Isvolsky, who had negotiated on behalf of Russia 
the agreement of 1907, was succeeded as Foreign Minister by 
Sazonov, who was far less friendly to England. 

The Shah, driven from Teheran by a revolt, fled to Russian 
territory where he continued his intrigues. He was replaced on the 
throne by a child of twelve, a tool of the Assembly. But a Russian 
army occupied Tabriz and kept the capital under the constant 
tlircat of armed intervention. The Nationahst Government placed 
an American named Shuster in control of the Persian finances. He 
constituted himself the whole-hearted champion of the pro- 
British as against the pro-Russian party. At the very moment of 
the Agadir crisis when Russia was openly betraying her Western 
friends and alHcs but when it was more than ever necessary to 
avoid quarrelhng with her, Shuster appointed Enghshmen to the 
most important posts in the government departments — that is to 
say, in the very zone in which the Convention of 1907 admitted 
Russia’s special interest, since it included Teheran. The Russian 
Government protested and the British was obhged to recognize 
that the protest was justified. The Government of Teheran dis- 
missed Shuster and shortly afterwards was overthrown by a 
Russian army. The Shah was restored to his throne with despotic 
authority. Then Russia increased her demands. She proposed a 
partition of the zone hitherto left neutral between the British and 
Russian zones, and spoke of a trans-Persian railway to run through 
Teheran from the Caspian to the Persian Gulf. The British 
Government, its hands t icd as they were by the necessities of its 
general policy, found itself in a humfliating position, powerless to 
oppose openly these projects of Russian expansion. The English 
opponents of Grey’s policy were furnished with an excellent 
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ground of attack. The advanced Liberals, foes of the Anglo- 
Russian entente and champions of a rapprochement with Germany, 
found powerful aUies among the imperiaUsts, particularly those 
who took a special interest in India and the Middle East. They had 
always regarded the Convention of 1907 as too favourable to 
Russia. Now they saw the Mohammedans of India, England’s 
most certain alhes against an eventual rising of the Hindus, 
denouncing the crime committed by the Foreign OfFic^ in aban- 
doning Teheran, one of the last remaining Moslem c^mitals, to 
Russian rule. It was therefore a formidable attack, for ii kept up 
an incessant fire and was conducted on two fronts by Arthur Pon- 
sonby on one side, by Lord Curzon on the other, wliich Orcy had 
to face when he defended his Persian pohey as best he' could, 
whether in the Press or in Parhament.^ 

These anxieties however, serious though they were, were 
nothing in comparison with those caused by events nearer home. 
For the revolt of Asia had reached Turkey and not only Turkey in 
Asia but Turkey in Europe and had kindled in the Balkans a con- 
flagration destined shortly to spread until it had set the whole of 
Europe on fire. 

It was in July 1908 that the ‘Young-Turk’ movement broke out 
at Salonika. On July 23 two army corps revolted and the following 
day Abdul Hamid capitulated. The conspirators had no need, as 
in Persia or China, to construct a completely new constitution. It 
was sufficient to restore the constitution of 1876 based on indirect 
election by universal suffrage, which the Sultan had aboUshed 
thirty years before. Once reorganized, the Ottoman Empire, as 
we have already had occasion to point out, would confront 
Europe not as a State formed by the subjection of several con- 
quered people to a conquering race, but as a State of the Western 
type, in which the entire population, without distinction of race, 
language, or creed would consist of Turkish citizens on an equal 
footing. And for this very reason there could no longer be any 
ground for the constant interference of the great Christian powers in 
‘the domestic affairs of T urkey’. Turkey would no longer be humiU- 
ated in the person of her Sultan. The national honour had been 
saved by the accession to power of the ‘Jacobins’, the Young Turks. 

The hope was disappointed. Three months after the Young- 

^ For the events in Persia see Edward G. Browne, The Persian Revolution of i 905 -i 909 , 
1920 and W. Morgan Shuster, The Strangling of Persia^ a Record of European Diplomacy, 1912. 
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Turk revolution Austria-Hungary annexed Bosnia and Herze- 
govina. Three years later Italy occupied the coast of Tripoh. The 
disintegration of Turkey followed. It is susceptible of two alter- 
native explanations. 

The first of these attributes the overthrow of Turkish authority 
in the Balkans to the intrigues of the great powers. The war be- 
tween Turkey and Italy dragged on. Fear of losing face prevented 
the young Turks from malong peace. The ItaUan Ambassador in 
Paris, Tittoni, entered into conversations with Isvolsky, now 
Russian Ambassador to France, who wanted to avenge the humi- 
liation inflicted upon him by Austria and Germany in 1909 by a 
further attempt to establish Russian hegemony over tlie Darda- 
nelles. Why not provoke a rising of the Eastern Cliristians against 
Turkey, a joint attack upon her by the Balkan powers? Under 
Isvolsky’s auspices an alliance was concluded between Serbia and 
Bulgaria, the germ of the triple alliance of the Serbs, Bulgars, and 
Greeks. When this war or revolution broke out, Turkey would be 
compelled to abandon the last remnants of her African dominions 
to Italy, and Russia would make use of the opportunity to secure 
a free passage of the Dardanelles for her warships, possibly to 
effect a mihtary occupation of Constantinople. 

We do not believe that diplomacy exercises such power over 
human affairs. It is by internal causes that wc explain the dissolu- 
tion of the Ottoman Empire. No diplomatic intrigue provoked 
the rebellion of the Assyrians, the Arabs in Asia, and the Albanians 
in Europe against the Young Turks.^ When the Young Turks sur- 
rendered to the Albanians and granted them a measure of auto- 
nomy the Macedonian Christians inevitably demanded the same 
concessions. The very fact of the Young-Turk revolution gave 
such impetus to the movement for emancipation that for a time 
the enmity between Serbs, Bulgars, and Greeks was forgotten. The 
Russian diplomats witnessed rather than inspired the alliance be- 
tween Bulgaria and Serbia,^ and if they deemed it advisable to 
take the movement under their patronage, they were soon dis- 

' If in the case of Albania intrigue played a part it was Austrian. See De Saint-Aulaire 
to Raymond Poincar^, January i8, 191a; Krajewski to Raymond Poincar^, January 22, 
1912 (DocumetUs diplomatiques/ranfais - . . 3e Scrie, vol. 1, pp. 496-7, 518-20). Duchesne to 
Raymond Poincard, August 4, 1912 (Documetits diplomatiqucs frangais ... 3c S^rie, vol. iii, 
pp. 321-2). 

® Bompard to Raymond Poincard, August 4, 1912 (ibid., p. 320). Laroche to Bnand, 
August 20, 1912 (ibid., p. 377). Bompard to Raymond Poincard, September 21, 1912 
(ibid., p. 547). 
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mayed by the violent passions unloosed at Sofia and Belgrade. 
In any case no Russian or Italian action had anything to do with 
the rapprochement between Greece and Bulgaria, and Greece and 
Serbia. If any foreign influences were at work here they were 
British, official or private.^ To overthrow Abdul Hamid, the 
Young Turks had appealed to the principle of nationaUty. That 
revolutionary principle was now being turned against themselves. 
What would be the issue of the coirflict? Turkey wafe certainly 
weak, but the prestige of her army stood liigh. Eurdpe which 
hardly knew what to expect or desire was soon reheved pf uncer- 
tainty. On October 17 and 18 Bulgaria, Serbia, and Greece re- 
called their Ambassadors from Constantinople. Four days later 
in Thrace at the historic Battle of Kirk-Kihsse the Bulgarian army 
routed the Turkish. 


3 

For a moment the allies were expected to make a triumphant 
entry into Constantinople. And when at the beginning of Decem- 
ber they halted before the lines of Chataldja after investing Adrian- 
ople, Turkey in Europe, apart from the environs of Constantinople 
and a fragment of Thrace, could be regarded as a tiling of the past. 
An historic event of such grave import threatened the equihbrium 
of Europe. How could Austria witness without anxiety this sudden 
aggrandisement of Serbia which brought the Serbs to the coast of 
the Adriatic? And if she intervened by force to debar the Serbs 
from access to the Adriatic, or perhaps to take possession of the 
Salonika route, would the Russian Government tolerate her inter- 
vention ? In the name of Slavonic racial sohdarity and pushed for- 
ward by the pan-Slavs Russia might perhaps intervene, if need be 
in the teeth of certain Balkan Slavs, to obtain possession of Con- 
stantinople and a free access to the Mediterranean. But Austria was 
the ally of Germany. She could not go to war without her ally’s 
approval, and if a war against Serbia became a war against Russia, 
the German army would come to the aid of the Austrian. France 
in turn was Russia’s ally. An alhance which at tlie end of the nine- 
teenth century might have been regarded as protecting France 
against the danger of a German invasion now exposed her to it. 

^ Documents diplomatiques frangais ... 3c S^rie, vol. iii, p. 303 n.\ Deville to Raymond 
Poiiicar^, August i, 1912 (ibid., p 314). 
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But it was quite impossible for France to break free from the 
alliance. The German Government left her no choice in the matter. 
The mere existence of a large French army in its rear while it was 
fighting the Russian forces constituted too great a mihtary danger 
for the German Staff to accept. A march on Paris and the an- 
nihilation of the French army would be the first act of the 
European war, as its scenario had been drawn up in Berlin. But 
if France were involved in war, England, her cordial friend, 
could not remain a disinterested spectator. What would her 
attitude be? 

We must bear in mind that it was at the very time when the 
Balkan War was brewing and finally broke out that the Foreign 
Office and Admiralty concluded the double negotiations which 
led on the one hand to a written definition of the entente in Novem- 
ber 1912, on the other to the conclusion in February 1913 of a 
naval convention, which completed the alliance between the two 
armies, effected six years before, by an agreement between the two 
navies for concerted action against the common enemy. But it was 
at the same moment that Grey made the most marked advances to 
Germany he ever made wliile he was at the Foreign Office. On 
October 7 he sent for the charge d'affaires. Von Kiihlmann, com- 
municated to liim the conversations wliich had taken place be- 
tween himself and Sazonov, who had just visited London, and 
expressed his wish, indeed liis anxiety, to remain in touch with 
him.^ At a second interview with Von Kiihlmann on tlie 14th he 
seemed disappointed to hear that the German Government had 
not thought fit to reply to his advances,^ and that very evening 
his chief secretary, Sir William Tyrell, dining with Von Kuhlmann 
tendered him *the ohve branch in the name of the Foreign Secre- 
tary and expressed the wish for *an intimate collaboration between 
the two powers’ not only in Europe, but in China, Persia, Turkey, 
and Africa.® The following morning Tyrell returned to the 
man Embassy to explain — presumably on Grey s behalf— that the 
evening before he had simply expressed his cliicf s personal vi^s 
and that for the moment no communication would be made either 
to Sir Arthur Nicolson the permanent under-secretary, or to Sir 


^ Von Kahlmmii to the German Foreign Office. October 7. 1912 {Die Gros.e Politik . . . 

^ Von Killilmann to Bethmaiiii-HoUwcg, October 15, 1912 i -i » P' 

sqq). 
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Edward Goschen, tlie British Ambassador at Berlin.^ The prospect 
of an Anglo-German entente delighted the German ch^gc 
d’affaires. The Wilhelmstrasse was more sceptical though quite 
ready to take advantage of the British minister’s friendly attitude.* 
What interpretation are we to put upon this secret advance by 
Grey ? What light does it throw on the methods of British diplo- 
macy at this juncture ? ^ 

It suggests a disagreement between Grey’s views and jthose cur- 
rent at the Foreign Office. For Sir Arthur Nicolson, Ws for his 
‘assistant’, Sir Eyre Crowe, the distinction between an 'entente' 
and an alUance was purely verbal: the Triple Entente simply 
another Triple Alliance, a counterblast to the Triple AUilimce be- 
tween Germany, Austria, and Italy.* When Grey, before he took 
office had championed a rapprochement with France and Russia, 
his views probably did not differ from those of Sir Arthur Nicol- 
son, his predecessor Lord Hardinge, and any diplomats he might 
choose to help liim at the Foreign Office. But we have already 
seen how as a responsible minister he became the hnk between 
these permanent officials and a parhamentary majority and a 
Cabinet whose attitude was different. He was oShged to take their 
views into account and was perhaps liimself affected in the long 
run by the arguments of those who were opposed to a policy of 
continental alliances. The result of these cross-currents was the 
elaboration of what we may term the doctrine of an entente as dis- 
tinct from an alhance. The entente meant preparations complete to 
the last detail for concerted mihtary action, to be taken automatic- 
ally and immediately, by the parties to it, if ever they found them- 
selves jointly engaged in war. And in the autumn of 1912 a further 
step was taken and France and England agreed that if a serious 
situation arose they would take joint diplomatic action without 
waiting for the outbreak of war. But this was all. There was no 
agreement to make war, in circumstances defined beforehand. 
Whatever the casus belli England reserved to the last moment her 


^ Von Kuhlmami to the German Foreign Office, October i6, 1912 {Die Grosze 
Politik ... voJ. xxxiii,p. 232). 

® Von Kidcrlcn to Von Klihlmann, October 20, 1912 (ibid., vol. xxxiii, p. 233). 

® Count von Dcnckendorff to Sazonov, November 1-14, 1912: . , Nicolson told 

Gambon with the utmost emphasis that in the event of war between the Triple and the 
Dual Alliance England would not in his opinion remain neutral. I must however add that 
Nicolson’s views arc not always the same as Grey's.’ (Graf Bcnckcndorff 's, Diplomatischcr 
Bricfufcchsel Band, ii, p, 491. Cf. Mensdorff’s despatch from London of June 6, 1913 
{Ostcrreich-Unganis Aussenpolitik . . . vol. vi, p. 608). 
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freedom to intervene or remain neutral. She even claimed the 
right, if the Power against which the entente was directed were 
wiling to abstain from any step which would embroil England 
with her friends on the Continent and refrained from challenging 
her in a competition of armaments, to complete the ententes with 
France and Russia by some kind of entente with Germany. It was 
an entente of this kind which Grey offered Germany at the very 
moment when the first Balkan war broke out and Sir Wilham 
TyreU was his agent in the private negotiations he conducted 
with the two Great Powers of Central Europe,^ while Sir Arthur 
Nicolson, kept in ignorance of Sir William’s action, remained 
liis agent in all dealings with France and Russia with whom he 
was determined to maintain cordial relations.^ As for Grey him- 
self, the language he used to the Ambassadors of France and 
Russia was not altogether the same as that employed by his 


^ For the part played at this junction by Sir ’William Tyrell sec Prince Liclinowsky 
Mcine Londoner Mission, Eine Denkschrift, verfasst in August ipif), p, 26. ‘After the 
Foreign Secretary, Sir A. Nicolson and Sir W. Tyrcll were the most influential persons at 

the Foreign Office. The former was no friend of ours He was in the confidence of my 

French colleague with whom he was in permanent contact. He even wanted to replace 

Lord Bertie in Paris Sir Edward Grey’s private secretary, Sir W. Tyrcll possessed far 

greater influence than the permanent under-.secretary. A man of very high intellectual 
gifts he had studied at a Gymnasium in Germany. He adopted a diplomatic career but had 
served abroad only a short time. Though he shared at first the anti-German attitude popu- 
lar among young British diplomats he became later the convinced advocate of an under- 
standing with our country. He has influenced Sir Edward Grey with whom he was on 
intimate terms in this direction.’ For the confidential relations between Tyrcll and Count’ 
Mensdorflf throughout the Balkan wars see the latter’s despatches. April ii, 15, May 9. 
June 4, 1913, Osterreich-Ungarns Aussenpolitik . . . vol. vi, pp. 105, I 59 i 397 i Tras 

w’ould seem to have been his attitude since the beginning of 1911 (see Count Mensdorft s 
despatches March 17, May 26, 1911. ibid., pp. 214-252. In the spring of I9i4 we find von 
Jagow the German Foreign Mimster attempting to arrange a meeting with Tyrcll. But 
the latter refused (G. von Jagow, England und der Kriegsansbruch. Eine Auseinandersetzung 
mitLord Grey, mit cinem Nachwort uon Alfred von Wegener, 1925. p- 32 « )■) But at this very 
time Tyrcll was the diplomatic agent whom Grey employed to explore the possibility ot 
effecting a rapprochement witli Germany through the mediation of the United States (sec 

^^»°Notice^how Grey himself on the eve of the World War described the relations be- 
tween England and France and Russia. Sir Edward Grey to Sir Edward Goschen, Juik 
24, 1914: . I said to Prince Lichnowsky that I felt some difficulty m talbng to him 

about our relations with France and Russia, It was quite easy for me 
that there was no aUiance; no agreement committing us to action; and that aU ttic agree- 
ments of that character that wc had with France and Russia had been ^ ® 

other hand. I did not wish to mislead the ambassador by making him think ^ 
uons that we had with France and Russia were less cordial 
were, Though wc were not bound by engagement as allies, wc from 

as intimately as allies ’ (British Documents . . ■ vol. xi. pp. 4-5 -) ° -written 

dent Wilson August 1. 1914: ■ ■ Sir Edward Grey told nie that Enghnd had no ^ 

agreement with either Russia or France, or any tormal alliance, 1 mtemational 
brought about by a mutual desire for protecuon; md that they . 

matters with as much freedom with one another as if they had an actual written alliance. 
(The Intimate Papers of Colonel House, vol. i. p. 485-) 

631 



INTERNATIONAL ANARCHY 


Under-Sccretary, nor was the language he used to the German 
Ambassador exactly the same as that employed by his private 
secretary. In particular he was careful to explain to Lichnowsky 
that if he was so anxious for German assistance in his efforts to 
maintain peace, it was because in the event of a war between the 
Continental Powers England could not avoid intervention and if 
she intervened it would not be on the side of Germany,^ On the 
other hand when King George, speaking to Prince Henry of 
Prussia, used the firm language which Sir Arthur Nicolsbn might 
have employed had he been King instead of a mere official at the 
Foreign Office, Grey expressed his entire approval.^ Th^ system 
was a maze in whose windings Lord Haldane had all but Idst him- 
self a few months earlier. But its architect, Grey, threaded his 
way with an imperturbable sangfroid. 


4 

The policy of the British Government, as we have just described 
it, proved successful since the Balkan crisis was settled without a 
European war. The success however was due in reality to the fact 

^Prince Lidmowsky to the Minister for Foreign Affairs, December 4, 1912: ‘If a 
European war broke out as a result of Austrian action against Serbia, and Russia, yielding 
to the pressure of pubhc opimon and to avoid another humiliation such as she suffered in 
1909, invaded Galicia, a step which would involve our intervention, France could not 
avoid taking part in the war and the further consequences could not be foreseen. This is 
the second occasion on which he has made use of this latter circumlocution whose signifi- 
cance cannot be misunderstood. In this connection several persons m his intimacy have 
told me dunng the last few days that the present government is determined to do every- 
thing pos.sible to prevent European complications arising bccau.se it fears they might hin- 
der the rapprochement with ourselves which it desires to bring about, and it is a matter of 
life and death for her, though England has no secret agreements with France to prevent 
our inflicting a crushing defeat upon France. England would therefore find hcr.sclf com- 
pelled in the event of our victory over France to intervene on her behalf.’ (Die Crosse 
Politik . . . vol. xxxiii, pp. 417, 453.) Notice on the other hand the caution with which 
Grey refused to inform J3enckendorff, the Russian Ambassador, what attitude England 
would adopt should the war become general. (Count von Bcnckendorff to Sazonov, 
November 1-14, 1912; Graf von Bcnckendorff, Diplomatischer Briefwechsel, vol. ii, p. 490.) 

® Mensdorff telegram despatched from London, December 22, 1912. ‘When Prince 
Henry of Prussia visited England not long ago and the King told him he was sorry that 
Herr von Bcthmann in his speech in the Reichstag had directly alluded to the possibility of 
war and had not maintained the same reserve as Count Berchfcld, M. Sazonov and Sir 
Edward Grey Prince Henry asked liim the direct question whether in the event of a war 
between Austria-Hungary and Germany and Russia and France England would intervene 
on behalf of the latter. King George replied, “Certainly under certain circumstances”. 
When Pnnee Henry displayed annoyance and surprise the King proceeded: “Do you 
imagine we have less scii.se of honour than you? You have formal alliances, we have un- 
written understandings. But we cannot allow cither France or Russia to be defeated.” ' 
{Osterreich-Vrigarns Aussenpolitik . . . vol. v, pp. 212-4.) 
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that throughout the crisis the poHcy of the other Governments 
resembled in many respects that of the British. In every European 
capital the desire to preserve peace proved stronger than the spirit 
of warUke adventure and the sentiment of what was once more 
termed by the revival of an old phrase the ‘European concert’ 
prevailed over the spirit of national and racial animosity which 
inspired the two rival groups. In the first place we must remem- 
ber that the web of international relations was so compHcated 
that the system of aUiances could not always be consistently 
worked. In Constantinople France was obUged to support Russia 
for pohtical reasons, but her financial interests inclined her rather 
to die side of Germany, and it often happened that the French 
Ambassador, speaking as the mouthpiece of the French colony, 
expressed himself in a sense hostile to Russia and sometimes even 
to England. Germany was the ally not only of Austria, but of 
Italy, and to prevent Italy leaving the Triple Alhance the German 
Government was compelled to discourage any Austrian attempt 
at expansion in the Mediterranean area. In the second place the 
revival in the three Courts of Berlin, Vienna, and Petersburg of 
that spirit of monarchical soUdarity on which the Holy Alliance 
had been based a century earHer was a powerful factor making 
for peace. The Emperor Francis Joseph sent an Austrian noble of 
high rank to Petersburg on a mission of concihation. At Peters- 
burg the Conservative party, the determined champion of an 
understanding with the Prussian monarchy, held office in the 
person of Kokovtsov. King George and the Emperor Nicolas 
visited Berlin for the marriage of a royal Princess and their 
friendly conversations with the German Emperor, if apparendy 
devoid of any pohtical character, helped nevertheless to relax the 
diplomatic tension.^ Finally the great civiUzed nations had for 
close upon fifty years grown unaccustomed to war, though 
making unremitting preparations for it, and statesmen on the 
brink of the gulf which divides peace and war, were sensible of 
the abyss at dieir feet and shrank from taking the plunge. 

The British attitude however differed in one respect from that ot 


^ See the private letter written by Szogydny from Berlin on May 20 ^ • I ^ 

been able to have a few words only with Herr von Jagow since his 
He and the other officials of the Foreign Office are at present so 

to receive the royal guests who are coming to Berlin for the we f ^ fu- politics 
Louise that as the Secretary of State assured me they have a vS 

and are thinking of notliing but the marriage.’ {Ostmetch-Ungams AnssenpobUk . . . voi. 
vi, p. 467.) 
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the Other Governments. The British Government wanted the 
European states to settle the Balkan crisis by joint action, to forget 
as far as possible their membership of opposite poHtical groups 
and think only of the supreme interest of peace. The other Powers, 
however, refused to lose sight of their alliances even for the mo- 
ment. They regarded the European concert as an understanding 
between two combinations which even while acting, together 
must act as such. One Government perhaps pursued a shchtly dif- 
ferent pohey. The German Government sought to drivd a wedge 
into the Triple Entente by separating France from Russia, \as it had 
successfully done in 1909 and in 1911, or England from Frince and 
Russia, and though on this occasion it failed to achieve the^formcr 
object, it could cherish or at least spread the belief that it had 
achieved the latter. Foreign pohey during the last few years has 
been too rigid, Haldane told Lichnowsky on December 3 , it must 
be made more gelatinous.^ And since this was precisely the aim 
which the Prussian Government was pursuing, at least so far as 
the Triple Entente was concerned — it wanted to reduce it to a 
jelly — ^we often receive the impression during the long months 
for which tlie Balkan wars dragged on that a rcconcihation had 
begun between England and Germany. It was loudly advertised 
in Germany. And the Enghsli were dchghted. 

For the real difference between British poUcy and that of the 
other nations must be sought not in the attitude of their respective 
Governments but in the attitude of the people. On the Continent 
the Governments of the great nations were more cautious than 
the public, at least that opinionated and violent section of the 
public which finds utterance in the Press. As regards Austria this 
is a truism. In Russia reaction against the schemes of annexation 
entertained by the mihtary party in Austria had provoked a pan- 
Slavonic campaign in the Press which caused the ministers con- 
siderable embarrassment. It was only natural that the Germans of 
Germany should make common cause with the Germans of 
Austria in the event of a conflict with the Slavs. In France the news 
of the first Turkish defeats was the signal for an enthusiastic cele- 
bration by almost the entire Press of the victories won by the 
aUies which were regarded as victories won by Le Creusot's 
cannon over Krupp’s, victories therefore of the French over the 

^ Prince Lichnowsky to Dethmann-HoUweg, December 3, 1912 (Die Crosse Poliiik . . - 
vol, xxxix, pp. 121-2). 
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German army. Moreover, we must remember that the German 
and French Governments were faced by special diSiculties in pur- 
suing a poUcy of peace. For at the opening of 1913 the German 
Government thought it necessary to make provision against the 
dangers of the moment by asking for an enormous increase in the 
army, to which the French Government replied by asking for a 
return to the system of tliree years’ service. But in two countries 
possessing universal suffrage an elective assembly could be in- 
duced to shoulder such burdens only by inflaming the patriotic 
sentiments of the masses. It was no easy task to pursue at the same 
lime a foreign policy of peace and a European concert. England 
was confronted by no such difficulties. 

When we read English newspapers of die period we gather at 
first the impression of a profound cleavage in public opinion. 
Generally speaking the Conservative Press, attached though it 
might be to die principle of an entenk with Russia when the threat 
from the German navy had to be met in the West, detected Rus- 
sian pan-Slavism at work behind the Balkan alUance, pictured the 
Russian army already on the Bosphorus and upheld the traditional 
English pohey of protecting Turkey against Russia. And how 
could Great Britain, a great Moslem Power, favour a war which 
had the aspect of a crusade without giving offence to niilhons of 
her subjects? When, lastly, the owner of an important Unionist 
paper was a Jew his indignation against the barbarities of Russian 
anti-scmitisni strengthened his mistrust of the pohey pursued at 
Petersburg. Among the Liberals on the contrary the spectacle of 
Bulgarians, Serbs, and Greeks reconciled against the Turk revived 
the old Liberal-Cliristian tradition of Gladstone. A year earHer 
the prospect of a war in which the English would shed their 
blood to serve the interests of French against German imperiahsm 
was anathema to the staff of die Nation and the Manchester Guar- 
dian and to combat it the utiUtarian philosophy of peace at any 
price made fashionable by Norman Angell was accepted without 
reserve. It was altogether different now. War, it was allowed, 
might be noble, if waged for justice and liberty. But where was 
the Gladstone to lead this movement of public opinion ? Churchill 
who blew the war trumped did not possess, as everyone admitted, 

* Speech at Sheffield, October 30, 1912 : . We have sometime been assured by persow 
who profess to know that the danger of war has become an illusion ai^ that in these 
modem days that danger would not exist at all but for the machinations of statesmen and 
diplomatists, but for the intrigues of financiers, aided by the groundless suspicions of 
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the temperament of a Gladstone. Conceivably Lloyd George 
might have been attracted by such a role. But he had other con- 
cerns. Moreover if a new Gladstone could have been discovered, 
not only would he have failed to arouse popular enthusiasm, he 
would not even have found a Lord Beaconsfield to combat. The 
time had gone by when parties were divided by questions of 
foreign policy. Tlie nation, completely absorbed by social and 
Irish questions, made the Press, whatever its poHtical complexion, 
understand that it must be more moderate in the expression of its 
preferences. When he adopted an attitude of strict neutraHty and 
impartial opposition to the war and tried to induce the other 
powers to do the same. Grey was pursuing to the letter thopoHcy 
the British people wished him to pursue. \ 

Count Berchtold was the first statesman to appeal to the fipwers 
to intervene: in August 1912 he invited them to put joint pressure 
on the aUies to prevent them from declaring war, and on Turkey 
to secure the adoption of reforms which by satisfying its Christian 
subjects would deprive the former of every pretext for hostilities. 
The initiative was coldly received by the Foreign Office, which 
saw nothing but danger in the suggestion of putting pressure on 
the Turkish Government. When, at the end of September, the 
allies had mobihzed and war was imminent it was the tufn of 
Raymond Poincare, Prime Minister and Foreign Minister and 
shortly to become President of the Republic, to intervene. He 
suggested joint action by the Powers to inform the allies that no 
alteration in the map of the Balkans would be tolerated, the 
Turks that they must carry out long-promised reforms in favour 
of the Christian population of their empire. The British Govern- 
ment was the last to accept the French proposal, which in its 
opinion bore too hardly upon the Turks. But hostihtics had 

generals and admirals and fomented by the sensationalism of the Press — all directed upon 
the ignorance and credulity of the people. Well, here is a war which has ansen from none 
of these causes, which has broken out in spite of all that rulers and diplomatists could 
do to prevent it, a war in which the Press has had no part, a war which the whole force of 
the money power has been subtly and steadfastly directed to prevent, which has come 
upon us, not through the ignorance and creduhty of the people, but on the contrary, 
through their knowledge of their history and their destiny, and through their intense 
realization of their wrongs and of their duties, as they conceived them, a war which from 
all these causes has burst upon us with all the force of a spontaneous explosion, and which 
in strife and destruction has carried all before it. Face to face with this manifestation, who 
is the man who is foolish enough to say that force is never a remedy ? Who is the man who 
IS vain enough to suppose that the long antagonism of history, and of time can in all cir- 
cumstances be adjusted by the smooth and superficial conventions of politicians and 
ambassadors?’ 
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already opened and it was obvious that no diplomatic action 
could prevent thoroughgoing changes in the boundaries of the 
Balkan States. Poincare was the first to suggest mediation by the 
Great Powers and an international conference to decide the con- 
ditions of peace, and his proposals were finally accepted though 
not without very considerable modifications. 

In the first place there was no new Congress of Berlin at which 
the Powers carved up the Balkans as they thought fit. There was 
simply a conference at a European capital of delegates from the 
belligerent nations and at the same time a ‘meeting' — ^nothing 
more — of the ambassadors ofthe Great Powers to deliberate on the 
questions, strictly limited in number, which the Balkan war had 
raised and which might endanger the peace of the world. In the 
second place Poincare had wanted the Conference to be held in 
Paris. Sazonov made the proposal on his behalf and it was warmly 
welcomed by Grey, who wished to escape the responsibility and 
vexations a conference in London would involve. But the Central 
Powers wanted London — ^not Paris. In Paris Russia would be 
represented by Isvolsky. Obsessed by the desire to avenge the 
humiliation he had endured in 1909 as Foreign Minister, Isvolsky 
was making unwearied efforts to conquer the Press and the poli- 
tical world. It would be preferable to deal with Benckendorff, 
the Russian Ambassador in London, a man of mature wisdom, 
a diplomat of the old school, and a supporter of the policy of a 
European concert. In Paris a partisan Press treated the Balkan war 
as if it were a French war. The atmosphere of London was more 
favourable to a conference of arbitration. Finally Poincare was 
too energetic a statesman, too obviously eager to play a leading 
part as chairman of the Conference. Grey would make a better 
chairman, for the very reason that he had no desire to preside. 

We must not therefore imagine that the British public or even 
the Londoners were flattered that London had been chosen as the 
scene of so important an event. The general feeling was one of 
indifference, if not boredom. The presence of this host of Levan- 
tines from Constantinople, Athens, Sofia, and Belgrade who 
merely added their quota to the social chatter in the lounps ot 
the great cosmopoUtan hotels passed almost unnoticed. As tor 
the conversations between the ambassadors Grey was at pains to 
give them as unceremonious and private a character as pos^ e. 
He was often absent even at the most critical moments and his 
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place as the representative of the Cabinet was taken by Asquith 
or Lord Morley. These disappearances surprised the foreigners 
who attributed to the British minister when he absented himself 
motives of which he was completely innocent.^ He simply wanted 
a rest. ‘There is some prospect of rain and if so the sport will be 
very good. It seems almost too much to expect that everything 
including both Balkan crises and salmon should go well simul- 
taneously, but things seem to prosper so well in my absence that 
it would not be in the public interest for me to curtail it. I am in 
rude health with an appetite for everything except office work.’^ 
This British indifference has always nonplussed and exasperated 
Continental diplomats. Listen to Lichnowsky, after his first Meet- 
ing with Grey on the latter’s return from holiday. ‘I have jutt had 
an interview with Sir Edward Grey in which we discussed the 
situation fully. He regards it with his usual imperturbabifity, and 
icy calm. He even found time to tell me all about the fish he 
caught on his holiday.’^ 


5 

The Chataldja armistice was not the inauguration of peace. 
Outstanding questions remained to be settled — the Greek claim 
to the islands and the Bulgarian claim to Adrianople. For the 
Greeks had not taken the islands, nor the Bulgars Adrianople. A 
renewal of hostilities was expected daily. If they broke out, pan- 
Slavic opinion in Russia demanded a demonstration against 
Turkey whose obstinacy was delaying peace. Sazonov proposed a 
joint naval demonstration. Grey, his colleagues in the Cabinet 
and the Foreign Office hung back. If the Young Turks refused to 
yield, it would mean war and England would not have war under 
any circumstances. Fortunately for England the German Govern- 
ment flatly rejected the suggestion of a naval demonstration. To 
pacify Russia Grey was content to propose, if the Bulgarians cap- 
tured Chataldja and anarchy prevailed at Constantinople, the 
despatch of an international squadron, not to carry out a naval 

^ See the report of Commander Horvath, military aitachd to the Austro-Hungarian 
Embassy in London, April 24, 1913 (Feldniarshall Conrad von Hotzendorf, Ai/s meiner 
Dienstzeit, vol. lii, pp, 264 sqq.). 

* Sir Edward Grey to Sir Arthur Nicolson, April 19, 1913 (Harold Nicolson, Lord 
Camock, p. 389). 

® Prince Lichnowsky to the Minister for Foreign Affairs, April 28, 1913 (Die Crosse 
Politik . . . vol. xxxiv^^, p. 756). 
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demonstration, but merely to protect Europeans whose lives 
might be in danger. Again Germany refuseci, maintaining that 
the vessels already stationed in the Dardanelles would be sufficient 
for the purpose. And the British Government, a faithful mirror 
of pubhc feeling, was only too pleased to yield to the German 
objection. Meanwhile the war party gained the upper hand in 
Constantinople, imprudently broke the armistice and when hos- 
tihties were renewed, lost Adrianople. Slowly and under great 
difficulties negotiations began in London between the delegates of 
the alHes and the Turkish delegates. But new questions now occu- 
pied the meetings of the ambassadors, in the first place that of 
Albania. 

When, in 1912, the Balkan Powers formed a league against 
Turkey, Serbia, and Greece had divided Albania, and Monte- 
negro demanded her share of the spoils. But neither Italy nor 
Austria would accept such an extension of Greece and still less 
of Serbia to the Adriatic coast. They agreed to invoke against 
Greece and Serbia the principle of nationahty which the latter 
had invoked against the Ottoman Empire. They claimed Albania 
not for themselves, deadly foes in spite of their alhance, but for the 
Albanians. To define the status of tliis new country, trace its fron- 
tiers, and find a way without giving Serbia the territorial outlet 
on the sea which she demanded and upon which the Russian 
Government, defying the Pan-Slavists’ anger, refused to insist, 
of granting her at least certain facilities of commercial transit were 
the problems which from December onwards were the ordinary 
topics of discussion at the ambassadors’ meetings. 

But the Montenegrin army, assisted by Serbian reinforcements 
and commanded at one moment by a Serbian general, defied the 
proliibition of the Powers and continued to invest the town of 
Scutari. Would this involve war with Austria? And if a war 
broke out between Austria and Serbia would it in turn involve 
a European war? There was only one way by wliich the danger 
could be removed; the European concert must prove its solidarity 
by a joint demonstration which would compel Montenegro to 
yield. On March 22 the ambassadors’ meeting decided to make 
the proposal. On the 25 th Grey and Asquith, speaking in the 
House of Commons, advised Montenegro not to persist in a war 
from which she would not be allowed to reap any advantage and 
warned her that she would *be confronted . . . with the umted 
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pressure of all the Powers’.^ But what form should this pressure 
take? Berlin proposed a naval demonstration by Austria and Italy 
as mandatories of all the Powers. Grey thought it inadvisable that 
the mandatories should be two members of the same group. He 
suggested a naval demonstration in which the fleets of the six 
Great Powers should participate. But fear of the Pan-Slavists 
compelled the Russian Government to refuse. It advised the 
French Government to take part in the demonstration but dared 
not give it an official commission to do so. And without that 
commission the French Government shrank from associatmg it- 
self with the demonstration, for it dared not brave the anger of 
the French Press, more Slavophil than the Russian Government 
itself. For a moment England was faced with the danger of being 
involved in a step in which her only associates would be the three 
members of the Triple Alliance. In the end the danger ' was 
averted. A French man-of-war joined the rest acting in the name 
of France and at the invitation of Russia. As a result of the joint 
action of the Powers the Serbian Government withdrew its forces 
from the walls of Scutari. But the Montenegrins persisted with 
the siege and took Scutari unaided. What was the use of the naval 
demonstration, if this affront was not met by the landing of 
troops? This however England would not hear of. Scutari was 
not worth the Hfe of a single bluejacket.^ Grey was content with 
informing King Nicolas ‘that if he submitted to the wishes of the 

^ Sir Edward Grey’s speech. . . Once an announcement has been made to Scrvia and 
Montenegro that the Powers have come to an agreement and of their decision, there 
ought to be a cessation of hostilities in what is in future to be Albania. ... If the decision 
of the Powers is not respected, then I trust that those who dispute it will be confronted, 
not with any separate action on the part of one Power, which may divide the Powers, 
but with the umted Pressure of all the Powers.’ He adds the following characteristic 
qualification: ‘This is only a mediation of the Powers. I do not mean to say that the 
Powers have made up their minds to enforce a compulsory arbitration or to impose terms.’ 
{Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1913; 5th Scries, vol. 1 , pp. 1499-1300.) 

* Prince Lichnowsky to the Minister for Foreign Afl'airs, April 24, 1913 am con- 
vinced that the present Government will never take the responsibility of exposing British 
troops to the danger of being fired upon by the Montenegrins, if only because such a war 
would be unpopular.’ Von Tschir.schky to the Minister for Foreign Affairs, April 24, 1913 : 
‘. . . Mr. Asquith and Sir A. Nicolson have given me to understand that they will not 
take the risk of British soldiers being fired upon.’ Prince Lichnowsky to the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs, April 25, 1913 : 'Mr. Asquith . . . askedTne not to persist with a proposal 
involving the participation of British troops. Public opinion as it is at present would not 
support the Government in such action and the Cabinet as was agreed at the last Cabinet 
council was therefore not m a position to hazard the lives of British subjects.’ Von Tschir- 
schky to the German Foreign Office, April 28, 1913: 'The King (King George in the 
course of conversation with the Austrian) expressed himself strongly against the despatch 
of troops. He would not take the risk that British soldiers might be fired upon.’ {Die 
Crosse Politik . . . vol. xxxiv^, pp. 724, 727, 734, 760.) 
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Powers, they were prepared to discuss reasonable concessions after 
the evacuation of Scutari. If on the contrary he refused their request 
the British Government would give him no support and leave 
him to his fate’.^ Paris followed suit. Did this not give Austria a 
free hand to take independent action if Montenegro proved obsti- 
nate? But the inaction of the British ministers was justified by the 
event. Vienna found no support at Berhn and was afraid of pro- 
voking by its intervention a counter-intervention by Italy. The 
King of Montenegro on the other hand was not encouraged by 
Petersburg and yielded. Austrian militarists were disappointed 
in their hope of a war of conquest. But the Slavs lost Scutari. 


6 

On May 30 a general pacification seemed imminent. At Grey's 
invitation the delegates to the Conference signed the ‘Preliminar- 
ies of London’. By its terms Turkey surrendered to the allies the 
district of Adrianople and Crete and left the fate of the islands and 
the Athos peninsula to the decision of the six Great Powers. But 
it did not mean peace, for the allies had still to divide the spoils of 
victory and it had long been known in London that there was 
dissension between them. Serbia and Greece deprived by the 
powers of Albania, which they had partitioned in anticipation in 
1912, demanded compensation in the east in Macedonia. The 
agreement of 1912 had assigned part of Macedonia to Bulgaria 
and left the other part to the Czar’s decision. But it was occupied 
at present by Serbian and Greek forces. It was for the Bulgarians 
to conquer it by force if they dared. They dared and war broke 
out afresh. The Bulgarians were attacked in the rear by Rou- 
mania, wliich for months had demanded a rectification of the 
frontier to the disadvantage of Bulgaria — a conference of ambas- 
sadors at Petersburg had attempted in vain to arrange an amicable 
settlement — and in front by Turkey, delighted to have tliis oppor- 
tunity to take her revenge within a few months for such crusliing 
defeats. 

It was a sordid struggle but its ignobility actually favoured the 
maintenance of peace, for it cut across the two rival systems of 

^ Pichon to Doulcet, April 29, 1913 (Minist^re des Affaires etrangdres. Documents diplo- 
matiquet. Les affaires balkaniqucs [I9I2-I914]» 1920. T. ii, p. 174)- 

641 



INTERNATIONAL ANARCHY 


the Triple Alliance and the Triple Entente. The German Govern- 
ment supported Roumania, as also did the French, though ham- 
pered by fear of jeopardizing the aUiance with Russia. On the 
other hwd Austria, the foe of Serbia, and Russia, the foe of 
Roumania, found themselves unexpectedly united in a common 
support of Bulgaria. Once more Austria wanted to go to war, 
once more Germany held her back. For some weeks relations 
between the two allies were extremely strained. Finally, when 
the Turkish army reconquered Adrianople the position of the 
Powers became stiU more awkward. For it was the prcUn^aries 
of London of which they were guarantors which the Turkish 
Government was tearing up. The Russian Government deiipnded 
an armed demonstration, naval to begin with. In EnglaiM, the 
conflict between Turkey’s friends and foes broke out anew. The 
latter were the more numerous in the Liberal party and A^uith 
thought it safe to threaten Turkey at a pubhc meeting.^ Blit her 
friends proved finally the more powerful, not only in die country 
as a whole but even in the Liberal ranks, because their poUcy was 
one of inaction. Grey was willing to agree to independent inter- 
vention by Russia, provided it had the approval of Berlin, or 
alternatively to a joint naval demonstration if all the Powers took 
part in it. In other words he opposed from the outset any naval 
demonstration, because he knew Germany objected. He suggested 
financial action, but the financiers, particularly the French, would 
not hear of a measure from which Turkey’s French creditors 
would be the first to suffer. Nothing was done and on July 29, 
tired out and as usual impatient to begin his hoUday, Grey pro- 
posed that the ambassadors’ meeting should be adjourned sine 
die. It was in vain that Gambon and Benckendorff protested 
against a decision which seemed to denote a rupture between the 
Powers. In a fortnight’s time the ambassadors were forgotten. 

At last peace was signed on August 10 at the capital of a vic- 
torious Roumania between Bulgaria on the one hand, Roumania, 
Serbia and Greece on the other, and the treaty of Bucharest was 
completed on September 17 by a treaty-signed at Constantinople 
between Bulgaria and Turkey. Bulgaria lost the entire basin of 
the Vardar; Salonika and a considerable portion of Thrace, in- 
cluding the fort of Cavala, went to Greece. Roumania annexed 
a large strip of Bulgarian territory between the Danube and the 

^ Speech at Biimingham, July 21, 191]. 
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sea. And the Bulgars lost Adrianople, only a few weeks after the 
Serbo-Montenegrins had lost Scutari. It was on this final point 
that the agreement concluded in London was directly violated. 
The defeated party was therefore entitled to call upon the Powers 
to intervene or at least to protest. The Russian and Austrian 
Governments demanded that the Treaty of Bucharest should be 
revised and for a moment Grey seemed disposed to agree. A con- 
siderable section of the British Press and of the Liberal Press in 
particular was clamouring for a revision of the treaty. But he was 
confronted by the opposition of the German and French Govern- 
ments, and he retreated. He soon perceived that the public indigna- 
tion was superficial and that the dominant sentiment throughout 
the country was deUght that peace had been restored on any terms 
whatsoever. The public would not admit that the European con- 
cert had failed. For although it had not succeeded in preventing 
war from breaking out, and twice recommencing and had dic- 
tated only to a very slight extent the conditions of peace, it had 
at least kept the struggle localized in the Balkans and prevented 
it from developing into a European war.^ Men of all parties were 
grateful to Grey for having done more than any other statesman 
to achieve this result, by his firm determination to do nothing. 
His popularity, eclipsed at the begiiming of 1912 because he had 
committed England more deeply than she desired to Continental 
entanglements in the train of France, was greater than ever at the 
close of 1913 because he had adopted the contrary attitude on 
dealing with Balkan affairs. 


^ It is amusing to read in the New Statesman, within a fortnight*s interval, two dia- 
iiierrically opposite estimates of the diplomacy of the Powers during the Balkan wars, 
both supported by equally good arguments, November 15, 1913: . . The Concert of 

Europe . . . during the past twelve months has come to grief over many fences there. It 
t)rdercd the Balkan allies not to go to war with Turkey — and they went to war. It ordered 
the Montenegrins not to take Scutari — and they took Scutari. It forced Greece and Servia 
to sign the Treaty of London witli the Turks — and then let the Turks break the Treaty. It 
commanded the Turks to leave Adrianople — and allowed them to stay there. It looked on 
and let Austria egg on Bulgaria to attack her allies and egg on the Albanians to raid Servia. 
It extracted a promise from Italy to leave the i£gean — and is permitting her to make open 
arrangements to remain there. It has alternately worned the weak and yielded to the 
strong and has been by turns meddlesome, callous and helpless.' November 29, 1913 (an 
article by Lord Esher): ‘The art of diplomacy has been justified in 1913. A Balkan war, 
annually prophesied as impending and to be certain to precipitate Armageddon, has 
come and gone. Europe, in the sense of what are called the Great Powers, remained at 
peace. This was due, not to the special friendliness of nadons, certainly not to the restraint 
of the Press but to the governments concerned and to their representatives: in short, to the 
art of diplomacy.' 
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But was the peace likely to prove lasting ? This was very widely 
doubted, and when the King of Roumania in a telegram of 
thanks which he sent to the Emperor William swore that the 
‘peace would be definitive’, a diplomat unkindly added ‘defini- 
tive for the moment*. The Times comforted itself by reflecting: 
‘The moment may be a long one.’^ The moment was not destined 
to last long — less than a year — and a succession of incidents imme- 
diately warned the diplomatists that at any time a third Balkan 
war might break out in the South-East of Europe. In thjat event 
would the miracle of the months which had just passed be re- 
peated and the Great Powers continue to be neutral? 

Throughout the winter and the following spring the question 
of Albania caused anxiety to the Governments of Europe. For 
this petty barbarian state was their work, created to keep the 
Serbians from the sea and prevent the Austrians and Italians from 
coming to blows. Its frontiers must now be drawn, the Serbian 
on the north, the Greek on the south. The task was entrusted to 
two international commissions. On both commissions the attitude 
of the British members was strictly impartial. The English mem- 
ber of the commission appointed to demarcate the northern 
frontier openly professed himself in favour of a rapprochement, if 
not an actual alliance, between England and Germany and refused 
all the suggestions for common action made by the French and 
Russian commissioners: ‘England’, he said, ‘desired a friendly 
understanding with all nations.’^ The Enghsh member of the 
southern frontier commission was, like his wife, a keen traveller, 
dehghted with the prospect of hunting in the Albanian mountains. 
‘His Government’, he explained, ‘cared only for one thing, that 
peace should be preserved in the Balkans, he did not care in the 
least whether Albania was a httle larger or a little smaller.’® Never- 
theless incidents ensued of a nature to disturb the sangfroid of the 
British Government and its agents. On October i8th the Austrian 
Government called upon Serbia to evacuate within a week areas 


^ The Times, August ii, 1913. 

* Commander von Laffert, German member of the commission delimiting the northern 
frontier of Albania to Bcthinann-Hollweg, November 14, 1913 {Die Crosse PoUtik . . . vol. 
xxxvi, p, 223). 

® Commander Thierry, German member of the commission delimiting the southern 
frontier of Albania to Bcthmann-Hollwcg, September 4, 1913 (ibid., vol. xxxvi, p. i 4 o)- 
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which Europe had assigned to Albania. Threatened with an 
Austrian invasion the Serbian Government submitted. Grey made 
energetic protests to the Austrian Government. What need of 
this bellicose and isolated action when the peaceful pressure of the 
Great Powers acting in concert would have been sufficient?^ 

The Austrian ultimatum was a serious matter. For in the present 
instance Austria’s action was taken with the approval and en- 
couragement of Germany, withheld on previous occasions. The 
very day the ultimatum was despatched, the Emperor William, 
celebrating at Leipzig amid a vast concourse of spectators the 
centenary of the Battle of the Nations, held a long conversation 
with Field-Marshal Conrad von Hotzendorf in which he main- 


tained Austria’s right to destroy Serbia.® At Vienna a week later 
he expressed himself still more strongly to the same effect.® A 
week later still in a conversation with the King of the Belgians at 
Berlin he made it plain that in liis opinion a European war was 
imminent and inevitable.* In short, for the first time, instead of 
holding the Austrian Government back or following it reluctantly 
when it took a step likely to lead to war, Berlin encouraged 
Vienna to pursue a belhcose poUcy. London indeed knew nothing 
of this. The newspapers devoted very httle space to the Austrian 
ultimatum.® The Irish question, which had reached an acute stage, 
occupied public attention and provided ample material to fill 
their colunms. But at Petersburg this new success won by Austria 
at the expense of the Southern Slavs aroused the anger of the Pan- 


^ Von Kuliliiiann to the Minister for Foreign Affairs. London, October 20, 1913 
(Dte Crosse Politik . . . vol, xxxvi, p. 407)- 
2 Conrad von Hotzendorf, Aus Meiner Dienstzeit, vol. ni, pp. 496 sqq. 

® S. Derchtold. Account of a conversation with the German Emperor William 11 on 
October 28, 1913 (Osterreich-Unj^arns Ausscttpoliuk . , . vol. vii, pp 512. sqq.). t 1 .. 

^ Baron Beyens, Deux Annhs d BerUn 1912-1914, 1921. vol. 11, pp. 38 sqq. Cf. Jules 
Gambon to the Minister for Foreign Affairs, November 22, 1913 (Mmislire des ajfaircs 
^transhes. Documents diplomatiques 1914. La Guerre europeenm, vol , 

In its number of October 21 the Daily Telegraph speaks of the 
the Austrian Government which I have good reason to add, was strong y , 

encouraged, by the Berlin Government’ but, while deploring the methods adopted by 
Austri> expressed its pleasure that Serbia had yielded thus ensunug a peacefu 
conflict. Both The Times and the M<mchesler C<mrHm„ informed 

inaturn without comment and devoted a leader to the anniversary “f ^e Battle ot Leipzig. 
The only difference between the two papers that the Afanctet M 

entire column to the commemoration of the Battle. T e .rtirle on the Leipzig 

despatch from Vienna in five lines without comment and a leading amcle on Leipz‘t 

celebrations. The S««dey Times (October 19 and 26) 

sangfroid. Russia and Austria were agreed and Serbia co out of the Balkan 

differences. ‘Thus ends the latest, and probably the last, ‘tonhle Mismg ^ 

Wars, for an eventual understanding between Greece and Turkey is also contiuent y 

expected.’ 
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Slavists, who thought themselves entitled to demand their revenge 
when, on November 6, it became known that the Turkish 
Government had invited to Constantinople to act as instructor 
of the Turkish army and take command of a division in the capital 
itself, the German General Liman von Sanders. 

The Russian pubhc called upon a Cabinet which the more fiery 
patriots had long blamed for excessive complaisance towards the 
Central Empire to take action in face of this new German en- 
croachment. This time Kokovtsoff did not dare to ignore pubhc 
opinion, and the Ministers under the pressure of the Pan-Slavists, 
who found a champion in Sazonov even considered— [though 
they finally rejected it — the suggestion of armed intervention in 
Asia Minor.^ The ambassadors of the three Entente Powers jointly 
asked the Porte to revoke a step which gave Russia legitimate 
cause for complaint. But if the German Government gavfc way 
it was not to avoid offending Great Britain. For it was obviously 
only for form’s sake that she took part in the Russian protest. 
British public opinion was still completely indifferent to events 
in the Balkans and Grey’s hands were further tied by the face that 
the Turkish Government as a counterpoise to German influence 
had just given the conmiand of the fleet to a British Admiral.^ 
The German Government yielded because it did not want a, pro- 
German Government at Petersburg turned out of office, as was 
likely to happen if its prestige were persistently weakened. Liman 
von Sanders kept the training of the Turkish army in his hands. 
But the Turkish Government raised him to the rank of afield 
Marshal. Tliis made it impossible for him to remain in command 
of a division in Constantinople and the Russians were satisfied. 

This question had no sooner been settled when the Albanian 

^ Die Crosse PoUtik . . . vol. xxxvui, pp. 191 sqq M. Pokrowski, Drei Konferenzen (Zur 
Vor^eschichte des Kreiges) 1920, pp. 32 sqq. The project of military action, this time in the 
Dardanelles, was again examined by the Russian Govemincnt on February 21, 1914. But 
it was not a step to be taken immediately. It was a plan of campaign against Turkey in the 
supposition of a European war already begun. (M. Pokrowski, Drei Konfernzen . . - 
pp. 46 sqq.) In fact the chief of staff refused to consider the suggestion, wluch he said 
would unduly divide the armed forces of Russia, which must be employed wholly 
against Germany. This was what actually happened. Russia had not sufficient strength to 
make an attack on the Dardanelles from the north, ^d left it to England to make the 
attack, with French help, from the south, how unsuccessfully we know. 

■ Mensdorff. Report from London, December 17, 1913 : ‘A^en I called on Sir Edward 
Grey yesterday to take leave our conversation touched upon the German Military Mission 
to Constantinople. The Secretary of State remarked that “it is one of the most uncomfort- 
able questions we have to deal with’*.’ {Osterreich-Uttgarns Aussenpolitik . . . vol. vii, p- 
663.) On this affair of General von Sanders see Sir George Buchanan, My Mission to 
Russia, vol. i, pp. 148-150. 
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question began once more to preoccupy the diplomatbts. This 
time it was a question not of the frontier between Serbia and 
Albania, but of the frontier between Albania and Greece. Grey, 
shaking off for once his inertia, suggested a settlement by which 
Greece would be enabled to make in Albania the territorial con- 
cessions demanded of her without loss of prestige, because in re- 
turn Turkey would abandon to her the islands of the Archipelago. 

It was an imprudent proposal. It did not succeed in putting an end 
to the conflict between Albania and Greece, for in March Epirus 
revolted against the Albanian Goveniment and it aggravated the 
conflict between Greece and Turkey at the very time when the 
persecution of the Greeks in Thrace and Asia Minor by the Turks 
was becoming more severe. At one moment towards the middle 
of Jime war seemed imminent. Finding it impossible to persuade 
the Powers to take concerted action to put pressure upon Turkey, 
Grey, weary of the Balkan imbroglio, contemplated standing 
aside altogether and leaving affairs in the Near East to take their 
course.^ But it was impossible to stand aside from a dispute which 
might result in closing the Dardanelles to British commerce. And 
was it so certain that a third Balkan war would be confined to 
Greece and Turkey ? Would not Bulgaria and Roumania inter- 
vene? And in their train the Great Powers? Once more Grey 
spoke the language of 1912 and 1913 and sought the best method 
of ‘localizing’ the conflict.® 

Once more the danger was staved off, but only that the Adriatic 
iiright again become the focus of attention. The Powers had 
undertaken not only to draw the frontiers of the new state of 
Albania but to provide it with a government and constitution. 
They chose as King, a German, Prince von Wied. But he was 
unable to esubUsh an effective sovereignty over the country. The 
whole of Albania was in revolt. Besieged in Durazzo the Kmg 


> Sec already Mensdorff Report for London, February 13. 1914: It may weU be dis- 
appointment It the course of events in Constantinople together veith a certain wanness 
o* spiritThich has prompted Sir Edsvard Grey diinng the last few days to consider the 
possibility of withdrawing and keep open the posnbihty of doing “j 
Ic Foreign Secretary has shown. 1 have noticed, an m^easing 

stantlv u^B such language as “I am sick to death of the whole thmg . The domesuc 
situadon and many other questions make large drafts upon his tune and be 

had 1 believe entmained the confident expectation that his last proposals 
Setded the ^uesril of /Jbania and the islands-so far as the Powers are concerned. 

by'S-BiS 

Politik . . . vol. xxxvi, pp. 817-8). 
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was watching his opportunity to take refuge on board a British 
man-of-war, whose presence in these waters had no other pur- 
pose. What was to be done? Give him the necessary troops to 
enforce his sovereignty? Not one of the Great Powers was pre- 
pared to do this, England least of all. Substitute for his govern- 
ment an Austro-Itahan condominium of Austria and Italy? But 
in Albania nothing short of a war was being waged between the 
agents of the two Powers, and the supporters of the Prince von 
Wied accused Italy of fomenting the insurrection of Albania 
against a ruler too friendly to Germany and Austria. Leave the 
Albanians to settle their own fate, the Powers being cofitent to 
guarantee their territorial integrity? But how could this integrity 
be guaranteed against an eventual invasion by the Serbs on Greeks 
except by that use of force to which England would not consent ? 
Meanwhile the situation in Albania became worse every diy. On 
June 27 the Austrian Government communicated to its Am^bassa- 
dor in Rome the text of an ultimatum addressed to the Italian 
Government demanding the immediate recall of the ItaUan Con- 
sul at Durazzo. The same day a recruiting agency was opened in 
Vienna to enlist volunteers to support Prince von Wied. Would 
the third Balkan war break out in Albania and take the form of a 
war between Austria and Italy ? 


8 

It was unlikely. Germany had too much interest in settling the 
dispute, and preventing a war which began with a split in the 
Triple AlUance. But before the situation could be cleared up or 
further embroiled in Albania, a conflagration was kindled a little 
farther to the north, where the diplomats did not expect it, be- 
cause the occasion did not come witliin their competence. It was 
not a question of foreign pohey in the technical sense but of 
domestic. It was an episode which occurred within Austria-Hun- 
gary itself. 

In fact, the domestic problems of the Austro-Hungariart 
monarchy hardly differed, if the diplomatists had viewed them 
in the right light, from the problems with which they were pro- 
fessionally concerned. For the struggle here was not between 
different classes of a single nation, but between nations within a 
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composite State. Two races sharecf power and oppressed a minor- 
ity of subject races, Czechs, Slovaks, Slovenes, Croats, and Serbs. 
As time went on, their discontent grew. The more intense it be- 
came, the stronger became the temptation felt by the two Govern- 
ments, particularly the Hungarian, to settle the problem by force. 
All Europe was ringing with the story of the Agram trial and the 
documents forged by the Austrian pohee to secure the condem- 
nation of the accused by a Hungarian court. 

How are we to explain the increasing strength of national feel- 
ing witliin the Dual Monarchy? In the first place by the progress 
of democratic institutions. Universal suffrage had been introduced 
in Austria, the franchise considerably extended in Hungary. In 
consequence the disorder which prevailed in the legislatures be- 
came worse every year. In the Bohemian Diet the obstruction 
practised by the Germans had reached such a pitch that it became 
necessary to dissolve the Diet at the close of 1913. In revenge the 
Czechs organized such powerful obstruction in the ParUament at 
Vienna that in March 1914 the sittings had to be adjourned inde- 


finitely. For if in the states of Northern and Western Europe 
democracy meant international SociaUsm, in the South-East of 
Europe it meant national independence. In the former rcbeUion 
was rebellion against war. In the latter it was war~hence the 
second reason why the domestic situation in Austria became so 
grave at this juncture, the recent events in the Balkans. The prin- 
ciple of nationahty re-awakened in Asia had just destroyed the 
Ottoman Empire. Pursuing its revolutionary and fanatical course 
it was now issuing from the Balkan peninsula and invading the 
Danube basin, where it threatened to destroy in turn the Austro- 
Hungarian monarchy. Three milhon emancipated Serbs exercised 
upon the six milli on Yugo-Slavs under the domimon of Austria 
the same attraction Piedmont had exercised upon the rest of ItJy 
half a century before. At Belgrade there was a widespread deske 
for war, but many Serbians beheved that the unification of the 
Southern Slavs would be achieved without fighting. Within the 
next three or four years the Austro-Hungarian empire would have 
broken up and the Serbs of Bosnia, the Croats and Slovenes would 
peacefully umte with Serbia.^ 

1 See Sit Gcoree Buchanan’s account of a conversation with the Emperor of Russia on 

"to BEtaW H,’toto‘^toi to opiton to. 4. 
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Threatened by the revolt of their Slav subjects, the Germans in 
Austria were naturally led to draw closer to their brethren in 
Germany. A species of fusion was effected between die organiza- 
tions and institutions of the two countries — churches, political 
parties, universities, and armies. Only court circles still displayed 
anxiety to safeguard national independence and saw with dis- 
pleasure the Austrian Germans look up to the German Emperor 
as the head of their race. The courts apart, the two states composed 
a single nation, as Austria-Hungary on the other hand was a 
single state composed of several nations. Nor did the Germans of 
Austria simply ask the Germans of Germany to come t(b their 
help if the integrity of Austria-Hungary were endangeredlby an 
internal revolt. An entire party led by the Chief of Staff of die 
Austrian army, Marshal Conrad von Hotzendorff, advocated an 
offensive against Serbia and the conquest of that country. <piice 
annexed, Serbia would be absorbed in a Yugo-Slav kingdom 
under the sovereignty of the Emperor Francis-Joseph. The dual 
system of Austria-Hungary would be replaced by a triple system, 
Austrian, Magyar, and Yugo-Slav, and the ‘Greater Serbia thus 
called into existence by the action of Austria would henceforward 
be a bulwark against the anti-Austrian Pan-Serbs of Belgrade. 
But the stroke would certainly have a repercussion in Russia,, and 
it was at this point that the Austrians counted on the German army, 
perhaps to intimidate Russia and prevent her from declaring war 
on Austria, but more probably to make war on Russia. The plan 
of such a war had been in existence for many years past. It would 
open with a march on Paris through Belgium. Then when the 
French army had been wiped out and Germany's western frontier 
was secure, a march on Petersburg or Moscow would follow. But 
if the first part of the plan were carried out and Germany reduced 
France and Belgium to subjection, what would England do ? 

disuitegradon of the Austrian Empire was merely a question of time, and that the day 
was not far distant when we should sec a kingdom of Hungary and a kingdom of Bohe- 
mia. The Southern Slavs would probably be absorbed by Serbia, the Roumanians of 
Transylvania by Roumama, and the German provincM of Austria incorporated in Ger- 
many. The fact that Germany would then have no Austria to inveigle her into a war 
about the Balkans would, His Majesty opined, make for peace. I ventured to observe that 
such a recasting of the map of Europe could hardly be effected without a general war.’ (My 
Mission to Russia, vol. i, p. 182.) 
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while the two Balkan wars were in progress, a few isolated 
voices had been raised from time to time in the Press in an attempt 
to make the British public realize the serious danger to the peace 
of Europe presented by the domestic situation of Austria-Hun- 
gary.^ An eminent journalist, Wickham Steed, The Times’ corre- 
spondent at Vienna, in a work on the Austro-Hungarian monarchy 
which was widely read, pointed out how enormously it had been 
weakened by the Serbian victories of 1912 and 1913, and that all 
the Germans were being drawn closer together in face of the 
Slavonic peril. In conclusion he suggested the possibility that 
Austria and Germany might attempt to meet it by embarking on 
a war with Russia, which if the two Central Empires were vic- 
torious would result in their aggrandisement at the cost of Russia, 
if they were defeated, would mean the end of the Austrian Empire, 
and perhaps of the German also ‘at least in its present form’.* It 
was an interesting prophecy from the pen of the man who at the 
end of 1913 would take charge of the foreign news department of 
The Times and make the policy of the paper more decisively anti- 
German than it had been for several months. But if he was deter- 
mined to champion and make his country champion the cause of 
the Slavs against the Germans those among his fellow countrymen 
who had made a special study of the problems affecting the peace 
of the Continent were by no means unanimously of his opinion. 
Seton Watson, who of all thcEnglish had studied most thoroughly 
the Slavonic question in Austria-Hungary, was strongly opposed 
to Pan-Serb ambitions. He regarded the absorption of Croatia 
and Slovenia in a Greater Serbia of which Belgrade would be die 
capital as a defeat of the West by the East, that is to say, of civili- 
zation by barbarism. A severe critic of the administrative methods 
employed by Austria and Hungary in Yugo-Slavia he dedicated 


* See espcciaUy in the Round Table. June IQU (vol. in. pp. 395 sqq ) excellent article 

entitled ‘The Balkan War and the Balance of Power’. 

* Henry Wickham Steed. The Hahsburg Monarchy, rpiS. P- *^4 

book). He continues, it is true: ‘But catastrophic hypotheses are b^t leh out ““unt m 
thesc^days of intertwined interests and of armies so colossi that 

be attended by revolutions 6tal to thrones and to the existog socij order, and ca ra con- 
“deraSm of the compUcated factors involved leads rather to the conclusion that the 
Habsburi! Monarchy has but one sure way of escape from its diffi^ues into a more ptc»- 

perous afd tranqu/fiiture-the way of evolution, f Svs*t^“to the 

permit, towards an internal o^aniiation better adapted than the Dual System to the 

permanent needs of its people.' 
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his book ‘To that Austrian statesman who shall possess the genius 
and the courage necessary to solve the Southern Slav question.’ 
What solution did the author envisage? Apart from the conquest 
of Serbia it resembled closely the ‘triple system’ advocated by the 
followers of Marshal von Hotzendorff^ Other writers went even 
further. In liis book The War of Steel and Gold Brailsford attacked 
Grey’s pohcy for encouraging Russia too much and paralysing 
the action of Austria in the Balkans. He regretted that she had 
not been allowed during the last five years to annex Serbia and 
the greater part of Macedonia.^ Brailsford no doubt 'v^as an 
extreme anti-capitaHst and pacifist. But an eminent publicist of 
much more moderate opinions, Sir Harry Johnson, a Liberal 
imperiahst and retired colonial governor, professed on Austria’s 
Balkan poUcy opinions identical with Brailsford’s.® He even con- 
templated the possibihty of the struggle between the Yugo\Slavs 
and Austria-Hungary provoking a European war and maintained 
that in that event British sympathies should be with the Germans 
against the Russians and French. 

Such were the conclusions of those Enghshmen who interested 
themselves in the problem of Austria-Hungary. They were diver- 
gent but there can be no doubt that the majority of those who 
made a special study of the question were sympathetic to German 
aims in Central and South-Eastern Europe. We must remember 
that during the years immediately preceding 1914 the Russian 
empire was regaining in the opinion of the West almost all the 
prestige it had possessed before the disastrous war with Japan. 
Once more it was fomenting trouble in Mongolia and in Persia, 
where the Russian penetration was directly opposing the British. 
In the Balkans the Czar’s Government had displayed a moderation 
which the Pan-Slavs found intolerable, but it had begun to reassert 
itself in the affair of Liman von Sanders. Russia was strengthening 
her army, building Dreadnoughts, and doing everything which 
lay in the power of her Government to do to persuade Europe 

1 R. W. Seton Watson, The Southern Slau Question and the Habsburg Monarchy, IQII, 
PP- 335 sqq. See by the same author. Corruption and Reform in Hungary. A Study of Electoral 
Practice, 1911. Absolutism in Croatia, 1912. 

* H. N. Brailsford, The War of Steel and Gold. A Study of the Armed Peace, 1914, pp. 33-4. 

* Sir Harry Johnson, Common Sense in Foreign Policy, 1913, pp. 48 sqq. It must be added 
that in the opening pages of his book (pp. 15-16) Sir Harry mentioned among the possible 
events on the Continent which would justify England in declaring war upon Germany 
any violation of the independence of Belgium or an attack upon the territorial integrity 
of France. But for that very reason he disliked the solidarity it was sought to establish 
between the policy of France and England and the policy of Russia. 
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that she had banished the peril of revolution. But as she became 
or appeared to become stronger the question arose whether the 
maintenance of the European balance of power required a victory 
of the German or the Russian army in the plains of Hungary and 
Poland.^ It was therefore only under considerable difficulties and 
almost in secret, careful to avoid giving offence to a considerable 
section of pubhc opinion, whose arguments could not be hghtly 
dismissed, that the Foreign Office remained faithful to the poHcy 
of the Triple Entente. We must however remember that only a 
handful of EngUshmen took an interest in these questions of 
Eastern Europe, that the attitude of the general public towards 
the Austrian question, as towards the Turkish the year before, 
was one of indifference, and that its attention was now more 
completely absorbed by the increasing gravity of the domestic 
situation. 

For in the United — or Disunited — Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Ireland the principle of nationality was operating as disas- 
trously as in Austria-Hiuigary and in the spring of 1914 the Irish 
question reached, as we already know, a critical phase. The Ger- 
man mihtary law of 1913 and the French and Russian replies 
which it provoked had not shaken British apathy. The law had 
even had the paradoxical result, of which we have already had 
occasion to speak, of improving Anglo-German relations. The 
more money Germany spent on her army, the less she could spend 
on her navy. In this state of somnolent perplexity the British 
pubhc watched with indifference the Government declare that it 
was bound by no mihtary pledge to France, coucliing its declara- 
tion in terms sufficiently ambiguous to permit it to maintain 
contact with the French staff, Lloyd George advocate a rapproche- 


1 'Her (Russia’s) efforts to improve her army may distract Germany’s attention from 
naval development— there is no doubt that Russia is spending huge sums on a new fleet. 
It may weU be— though it would be idle to prophesy one way or the other— that in a tew 
years' time the balance of power will be threatened, no longer by Germany but by ihe 
advancing strength of Russia. The chief danger then would be no longer German 
m4;nacc in the North Sea but the Russian advance in Asia Minor, Persia or Northern 
China.’ (‘The Balkan War and the Balance of Power,’ 

p. 423.) See further the curious article published in the Daily Chronicle of July 29, 9 4. 
the cve of the Great War. the day after the Austrian declarauon of war on 
IS the Sir Harry Johnson of whose book we have just spoken) : ... We ^ 

all participants m the great renaissance of Eastern Europe happy and contented and satis- 
ficlaftoS Ambitions. But if they ,re not aud arc about to resort ‘°^«n,cn 
of amts to adjust their claims, weU, it should be no concern itl °f 

lead to two developments— the aggrandisement of Russia P , UQUanj • 

France by Germany, with a consequent German irrupuon mto Belgium and Holland. 
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ment with Germany, Churchill reinforce the British fleet, the 
Parisian crowd cheer King George, and a British squadron on its 
return from Cronstadt pay an official visit to the Emperor WilHam 
in Kiel Harbour. Whether it were a question of the social problem 
at home, of Irish Home Rule, or of the balance of power in 
Europe the British put their trust more or less consciously in that 
method of keeping cool and doing nothing which for two cen- 
turies of national greatness had served it so well in all matters of 
domestic pohcy. Only keep cool and wait till crises settled them- 
selves. A few months’ or a few years’ patience and everything 
would come right. Were not the Balkan wars a proof that pritish 
sangfroid was as successful in foreign as in internal poUtics ? England 
had set the Powers an example of calm, they had followed it and 
the Balkan had not become a European war. There was no ipason 
to foresee in the course of the next few months any disturll|ancc 
equally serious. The British, who wanted to be optimistic, found 
in the events of 1912 and 1913 excellent reasons to justify their 
optimism. 


10 

It was at this moment on June 28 tliat a wholly unexpected 
event happened. The Archduke Francis-Ferdinand, heir to the 
throne of Austria, visited that day the city of Serajevo, the capital 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina. He was beheved to favour the 
amiexationist views of Marshal von Hotzendorff, and his visit to 
Bosnia wore the appearance of a challenge to Belgrade. For he 
had chosen for a mihtary review the anniversary of the day on 
which the great Serbia of the Middle Ages had been overthrown 
by the Turlash army in 1389. While the Prince and Ixis wife were 
driving through the streets of Serajevo two attempts were made 
upon their Eves, the second of which was successful. The two 
assassins were Bosnians, but both had come from Serbia, their 
weapons from Serbian depots. Obviously they were emissaries 
of a secret society known as the ‘Black Hand’, which if openly at 
war with the Government of Belgrade, intimidated and black- 
mailed it, and the Court in particular. It had been members of 
this society who only a few years before by the double murder 
of the last of the Obrenoviches and his wife had seated the Kara- 
georgevitches on the throne. Now once more they were attracting 
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the attention of the whole of Europe by another double assassi- 
nation even more sensational than the former. 

The Serbs were not popular in England. The crime of 1903 had 
provoked an outburst of indignant horror. Alone among the 
sovereigns of Europe King Edward had refused to enter into dip- 
lomatic relations with King Peter until he had agreed to banish 
from liis Court the leaders of the plot which had placed him on 
the throne at the cost of regicide. Only two papers, politically at 
the opposite poles, expressed after the murder of the Archduke 
distrust of Austria. One was the Tory Alornitu^ Post, the other the 
Labour Daily Citizen, a paper with no circulation and the organ 
of a party which was as yet an opposition with no chance what- 
ever of holding office. With practically no otlier exceptions the 
entire Press declared it perfectly justifiable for Austria to require 
the Serbian Government to take all the necessary steps to prevent 
the recurrence of similar outrages. They expressed the hope that 
the latter would take the initiative in opening an inquiry.^ The 
direction in wliich the wind was blowing in England can be 
gauged from the articles written in July by the demagogue 
Bottomley for his weekly John Bull. For years he had never been 
weary of demanding the destruction of the German fleet. Now he 
felt himself in no danger of disgusting his readers when he de- 
manded every week with equal vehemence the anniliilation of 
Serbia. 

Was the British pubhc then blind to the possible repercussions 
of the assassination of June 28; that the double murder might 
prove tlie signal for the Slavs of Austria-Hungary to revolt 
against Austrian and Magyar oppression, and battle be joined 
between Teutons and Slavs throughout Central Europe? We 
know that the German Ambassador, Lichnowsky, urged by his 
superiors to take every step in his power to ensure the neutraUty 
of British statesmen and joumaUsts, never ceased to warn his 
Government against excessive optimism,^ and at first sight the 

^ For the views voiced by the Press between the assassination at Serajevo and the decla- 
ration of war see the excellent work by Irene Cooper Willis, How lue went into the War, A 
Study of Liberal Imperialism [1919]. Jonathan Frank Scott, Five Weeks. The Surge of Public 
Opinion on the Eve of the Great War, 1927, chap, ix; Caroline E. Playiie, The Pre-War Mind 
in England; an Historical Review, 1928; and in particular for the policy of The Times, 
H. Wickham Steed. Through Thirty Years, 1892 - 1922 , A Personal Narrative, vol. ii, pp. 
I sqq. 

“ Lichnowsky to the Minister for Foreign Affairs, July 14. I 9 i 4 (Die Deutschen Doku- 
mente . . . vol. i, p. 68 ), July 15, 1914 (ibid., p. 77). 
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language used by Grey in his conversations with Lichnowsky 
during the first fortnight of July seems marked by a certain ner- 
vousness. Grey counted on Germany to press a circumspect pohey 
on Vienna and wanted the two Governments of London and 
Berlin to unite in the same concihatory action which they had 
taken with such success on several occasions during the Balkan 
crisis. 

‘The greater the risk of war,’ Grey informed Lichnowsky on 
July 9, ‘the more closely would I adliere to that pohey.’^ And 
indeed it was obvious to anyone who understood the situation 
that the risk was greater than it had ever been during the [Balkan 
wars. It was then a question of conflicts between the Balkad States 
in which all the Great Powers without exception including Aus- 
tria dechned to be mixed up. Now the ‘third Balkan wr’ so 
dreaded in London tlireatened to open with a struggle between a 
Balkan state and one of the Great Powers. How could the rest be 
prevented from following Austria’s lead? But we have only to 
look a Httle closer to see how little at this date Grey realized the 
gravity of the situation. 

His interviews with the German Ambassador after the assassi- 
nation continued others which had taken place before it and 
throughout them aU liis principal concern was to appease the 
indignation aroused in Berhn by the pubheation of the negotia- 
tions for a naval agreement between England and Russia. No 
doubt the murder at Serajevo compheated the international situa- 
tion, but the Enghsh were far from ascribing to it the importance 
we should imagine today. On the very morrow of the assassina- 
tion the House of Commons held a debate on foreign pohey. It 
was a hurried affair, and the audience scanty and unattentivc. 
The one question which aroused a little more interest than the 
others was the dispute between England and Russia in Persia.^ 

‘ Sir Edward Grey to Sir H. Rumbold, July 9, 1914 {British Documents . . . vol. xi, p. 34 
sqq.). The phrase we have quoted is not to be found in Lichnowsky’s report of this con- 
versation wliich he concludes with the following words: 'Generally speaking the minister^ 
mood was one of confidence and in cheerful tones he ^sured me that he saw no reason to 
take too tragic a view of the situation’ (Lichnowsky to Bcthmann-Hollwcg, July 9, 1914; 
Die Deutschen Dokumente ztim Kricosausbruck, vol. i, p. 52). 

* Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1914, 5th Series, vol. Ixiv, pp. 53 sqq. See especially 
the following Statement by the pacifist Noel Buxton: Tt is pleasant in a time of consider- 
able international difficulties in many parts of the world to congratulate the Foreign Secre- 
tary to-day upon the fact that matters which are likely to be raised are not questions of 
haute politique at all. but they are comparatively minor questions not involving matters of 
great danger’ (ibid., p. 59). 
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Colonel House was in London. The warlike spirit he had observed 
in government circles in Berlin even before the murder of the 
Archduke had caused him serious anxiety, but he was unable to 
communicate his fears to Grey.^ And what was true of Grey was 
true of his subordinates. T have my doubts’, wrote Sir Arthur 
Nicolson on July 9, ‘as to whether Austria will take any action of 
a serious character, and I expect the storm will blow over.’* The 
British representative in Sofia to be sure feared another Balkan 
war in the near future, but by this near future he meant October 
and what Sir Henry Bax-Ironside expected about October was a 
declaration of war by Turkey on Greece; Austria would remain 
at peace so long as the Emperor Uved.® When after a short holiday 
Sir Francis Bertie returned to Paris, his instructions mentioned 
only Albania.^ President Poincar6 paid a visit to the Czar. He was 
expected to persuade the Russian Government to restrain its 
agents’ encroachments in Persia. And that was all.® 

The days passed by and the Austrian Government took no 
action at Belgrade. Tisza addressing the Parhament at Budapest 
used reassuring language. People were beginning not so much to 
fear the possible stringency of the Austrian demands as to feel 
surprise at her longsuffering. They were asking themselves 
whether Baron von Aehrenthal by his violent stroke in 1908 had 
not given Europe a false impression of the real power of the 
Austro-Hungarian monarchy and whether now that he had dis- 
appeared from the scene it would not prove incapable of meeting 
the dangers by which it was threatened at home and abroad and 
begin to break up. Under these circumstances the English did 
what they most of all wanted to do — stood aside from the racial 
conflict in the Danube valley. They had sufficient trouble of their 
own to face when the Irish CathoUcs and Protestants were arming 
against each other and the Lords were mutilatmg so severely the 
measure of compromise to which the Cabinet had with the 


' Colonel House to President Wilson, July 31, 1914: • I to convey this 

to Sk Edward Grey and other members of the British Government. They sam^ as^- 
ished at my pessimistic view and thought that conditions were better than they had been 
for a long time.’ (Tlie Papers of Colonel House, vol. 1, p. 283h 

‘ In a note to a despatch sent by Sir Maurice de Bunsen from Vienna on July 5 (HrWsn 

^'^Private lettCT from’sir H. Bax-lronside to Sir Arthur Nicolson. July 1914 (ibid., vol. 

*'’*’sir E Bertie to Sir Edward Grey. July 30. 1914 (ibW., P- *3°)^ 1 ^ 

‘ Private letter from Sir G. Buchanan to Sir Arthur Nicolson. July 9. 1914 (ibW-. voi 

P- 39)- 
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greatest difficulty obtained the assent of the Irish Nationahsts that 
they seemed anxious to precipitate the conflict. The country was 
heading for civil war. How could it think of anything else ? In a 
speech which he dehveted on July 17 at a banquet in the city and 
to which we have already had occasion to allude Lloyd George 
had taken for his theme peace, domestic and foreign, the ‘one 
thing that is of paramount importance’. But he passed lightly over 
the questions which concerned peace abroad, reminding his 
hearers that the international situation had been more serious in 
1913 and hinting that, if there were still clouds on the horizon, 
it was because ‘you never get a perfectly blue sky in foreign 
affairs’. He therefore urged a pohey of disarmament and tiipiing 
to other matters enlarged upon the imminent peril which tmeat- 
ened peace at home — civil war in Ireland complicated by a geheral 
revolutionary strike in Great Britain.^ \ 


II 

Two days after tliis speech an important German newspaper, in 
fact the unofficial organ of the Government, the Norddeutsche 
Allgemeitic Zeitung, pubUshed a communique which prepared 
European opinion for a step to be taken immediately by the 
Austrian Government. It expressed the wish that the Serbian 
Government would give Austria the satisfaction due to her and 
Europe display the same sohdarity she had shown during the 
Balkan crisis and permit the issue between Austria and Serbia to 
remain locaUzed. Two things therefore were evident; on the one 
hand that Germany had given carte blanche to Austria, on the other 
that when the German Government invited the British to take 
joint action for the maintenance of peace as during the Balkan 
wars, the two Powers did not attach Ae same sense to the propo- 
sition. Let us work together to preserve peace, said Grey, you by 
urging moderation upon Austria, we by urging it upon Russia. 
Let us work together, rrohed Von Jagow : prevent Russia inter- 
fering while Austria inmets a richly deserved chastisement on 
Serbia.* 

^ Speech at the Mansion House, July 17, 1914.. 

* Von Jagow to Prince Lichnowsky, Berlin, July 18, 1914; ‘Sir Grey [51V] i$ always speak- 
ing of the balance of power to be maintain^ by the two groujps of Powers. He must 
clearly understand that this balance would be totally destroyed if we abandoned Austria 
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Then the Foreign Offices began to move. Grey proposed to 
Petersburg direct negotiations between the Russian ^nd Austrian 
Governments before the latter had committed itself irretrievably. 
But the suggestion was not welcomed in Russia and Poincare, 
who had just arrived in Petersburg, proposed that the Ambassa- 
dors of the Triple Entente should make a joint representation to 
the Austrian Government. The proposal was immediately rejec- 
ted in London. For it ran counter to the policy the Foreign Office 
had consistently pursued for the past two years, never to oppose 
to each other the two groups, the Triple Entente and the Triple 
Alliance. But all these suggestions and conversations remained 
secret. It was in vain that The Times, in a magnificent leader, be- 
gan to warn its readers of the danger to which the Austrian pohey 
might within a few days expose the peace of Europe. The public 
had other preoccupations. The more critical the European situa- 
tion became, the more critical also became the situation in Ireland. 

It was on July 21 that the King, in a desperate effort at conciliation, 
summoned the representatives of the opposing parties, and on the 
24tli the readers of the British newspapers learned, one after the 
other, two disastrous pieces of news. In the morning they were 
informed of the despatch by Austria to Serbia of a fist of demands, 
the last of which was tantamount to Serbia’s renunciation of her 
independence, to be accepted unconditionally within forty-eight 
hours. A refusal would mean war. In the afternoon, they were 
informed of the failure of the Buckingham Palace Conference, 
which seemed to signify that Protestants and Catholics had no 
other solution of the Irish problem than the arbitrament of force. 
On the following day, a Saturday, the Serbian Govermnent re- 
turned the Austrian a reply as conciliatory as was possible without 
surrendering the rights of a sovereign state. But it was not the 
unconditional acceptance which Austria demanded and the latter, 
as had been expected, immediately broke off diplomatic relations 
with Serbia. On Sunday the gun-running at Howth occurred 
with its loss of life. Europe was liastcning towards a general war, 
Ireland towards civil war. 

Taken thus unawares in the middle of so serious a domestic 
crisis by an even more serious international crisis, we might have 


and left her to be dettroyed by Russia and would be very considerably shaken 

If th^^l^ lo^cal ind his intention, honourable he must support u. and localize 

the conflict.* (Die Deutschen Dokumente . . . vol. i, p. loo.) 
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expected confusion to prevail in the counsels of the British 
Government. There was nothing of the kind. The Cabinet, or 
rather an ‘inner Cabinet’ composed of Asquith, Grey, and 
Churchill — perhaps also sub rasa of Lord Haldane — took with all 
the necessary decision the mihtary and diplomatic measures the 
situation required. 

In place of the extensive manoeuvres in the North Sea carried 
out in former years Churchill had adopted this year a programme, 
less costly but equally instructive, by which the third squadron 
was mobihzed and at the same time the three squadrons wjiich 
made up the home fleet were concentrated in home waters. 
20,000 reservists obeyed the summons and their period of 
service which began on July 13 ended on the 25th. The German 
naval command, anxious not to do anything to alarm the British 
Admiralty and prevent at such a critical juncture the dispersal\of 
their immense force had ordered the German fleet to make no 
movement^ and on the 26th the German spies were able to inform 
the Government which employed them that its strategy had been 
SQ far successful that the 20,000 reservists had returned home.^ 
But the first and second squadrons remained concentrated at 
Plymouth. Acting in concert with Grey, Churchill inserted a 
communique in the papers on Monday morning which informed 
England, Germany, and the entire world that the first squadron 
would not leave Portland and that the vessels composing the 
second squadron would remain at their bases within call of 
their crews.® England was thus the first of the Great Powers 
with the exception of Austria to make ostensible preparations for 
war. 

Meanwhile Grey proposed to the various Governments that the 
Powers not directly concerned in the dispute, Germany and Italy 
in the Triple Alliance, England and France in the Triple Entente 
should make an attempt to mediate. On Saturday he suggested 

^ In contravention of the Emperor’s instructions. Bcthmann-Hollweg to the Emperor 
July 25, 1914 (Die Detitschen Dokumente . . . vol. i, p. 193.) The Same to the Same, July 26, 
1914 (ibid., vol. i, p. 211). „ 

^ Memorandum by the Under-Sccrctary for Foreign Atfairs, Berhn, July 25, 1914: The 
naval attache in London — reports : the fleet dispersed according to plan. So far as he knows 
no extraordinary movements, (ibid., vol. i, p. 187.) The German naval attache in London 
to the Minister of Marine, July 26, 1914 (ibid., vol. i, p. 21 1). 

® For the text of the communiqui .see Winston Churchill, The World Crisis 1911 - 1914 , 
p. 198. Grey prudently explained to Benckendorff that in preventing the dispersal of the 
fleet he had in view only diplomatic action. (Sir Edward Grey to Sir G. Buchanan, July 27, 
1914; British Documents . . . vol. xi, p. 211.) 
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joint intervention by the four Powers at Petersburg and Berlin.^ 
On Sunday accepting a slightly different proposal put forward by 
Sazonov,® he proposed at Nicolson’s advice® a conference, to be 
held in London, of the German, French, and Italian Ambassadors 
and himself to explore an amicable solution of the dispute. While 
the conference was in session Austria must suspend all military 
operations. Rome accepted the suggestion. Paris also, through the 
acting Premier, for the minister who was at once Premier and 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, Viviani, was at sea hurrying home 
from Cronstadt with President PoLneard and out of touch with 
events. But Berlin was hostile. This return to the methods em- 
ployed a year before during the Balkan crisis would involve treat- 
ing not only Serbia but Austria-Hungary itself as a ‘Balkan’ state 
under the tutelage of the West.* Berlin was extricated from the 
difficulty by Petersburg. On the morning of the 27th the French 
Ambassador, Palcologue, proposed to the British Ambassador 
Buchanan, on behalf of Sazonov a different method of procedure 
— direct conversations between Russia and Austria-Hungary.® 
The German Government welcomed the new suggestion and 
made use of it to reject the British proposal. 

Grey’s diplomacy had suffered an initial defeat. It suffered a 
second, still more serious, the declaration of war by Austria on 
Serbia, of which the Foreign Office was officially informed during 
the night between Tuesday the 28th and Wednesday the 29th and 
which was followed immediately by the bombardment of Bel- 
grade. Again the British Government gave the necessary orders. 
In pursuance of a decision reached on the Tuesday morning and 
to which Churchill had obtained Grey’s assent the fleet sailed 
through the Straits of Dover during the night with all fires banked 
and took up its station in Scottish waters at Scapa Flow in face o 
the German fleet. On Wednesday Churchill despatched to all the 
commands the warning telegram they had been expecting since 
Monday ordering tliem to make all the necessary preparations 

* SirEdwiid Grey to Sir George Buchanan, July 25. 1914 {British Documents . . . vol. 


•'sn G. Buchanan to Sir Edward Grey. July 25, IPU vol. », P^93). 

* Sir A. Nicolson to Sir Edward Grey, July 26, 1914 (ibid., vol. xi, , , 

‘ Out of regard for Austrian susceptibilities Grey expressed ^XTi^^^Totlv 

a-SS-rf G,., (M E— ... -I <1. p. .«). 
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to begin war as soon as the order was received.^ At the same time 
he persuaded the Cabinet to take all the measures which in virtue 
of decisions reached some years before by the Committee of 
Imperial Defence were involved in the proclamation of a precau- 
tionary period, that is to say to issue a series of instructions ad- 
dressed to the authorities concerned throughout the Empire 
ordering immediate preparations for war.® Grey now sent for 
Lichnowsky and informed him, ‘in a quite private and friendly 
way’ and, without waiting for the Ambassador to question him 
on the subject, that ‘the situation was very grave’ and that if 
Germany, and in consequence France, should be involved he 
must not conclude from the friendly tone of their interview thkt 
England would stand aside. If England beUeved that her interests 
required her intervention she would intervene at once and hef 
decision would be no less rapid than those of the other Govem-i 
ments.® 


12 

On the evening therefore of Wednesday, July 29, the British 
Government had, it would seem, done everything in its power, 
openly and in secret, from the naval and diplomatic standpoint 
alike to prepare for war and confront hostile powers with the 
prospect of her entry into the war. But days of hesitation fol- 
lowed. Only four — but to those who lived through them they 
seemed an eternity. We must be clear as to the nature and reasons 
of this halt on the brink of the abyss. 

What did most to mislead public opinion, not only in England, 
but on the Continent was the imperturbable calm, the persistent 
sangfroid which the British pubhe maintained, when the entire 
condition of Europe, political, financial, and military, proclaimed 


^ Winston S. Cliurchill. The World Crisis^ pp. 206-7. 

® Winston S. Churchill, ibid., p. 208 ; H. H. Asquith, The Genesis of War, p. 1 84 (cf. for the 
import of the steps taken pp. 118, 136). Field-Marshal Sir Henry Wilson's Diary, July 28 
(29?), 1914: ‘The Russians have ordered the mobilisation of 16 Corps. The Austrians are 
mobilising 12 Corps. The Germans and French remain quiet. At 3 p.m. a note came to 
Douglas from Asquith ordering the “Precautionary Period* ’’.’T’his we did, I don’t know 
why we are doing it, because there is nothing moving in Germany. We shall sec. Any- 
how it is more hke business than I expected of this government.’ (Major-General Sir 
C. E. Callwell. Field-Marshal Sir Henry Wilson. 1927, vol. i, p. 15a.) 

^ Sir Edward Grey to Sir E. Goschen, July 29, 1914 (British Documents . . . vol. xi, p. 
182). Prince von Lichnowsky to the Minister f^or Foreign Affairs, July 29, 1914 (Die 
Deutschen Dokumente . . . vol. ii, p. 86). 
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the catastrophe already begun. The annual holiday season had 
commenced; for the workers the week-end would be exception- 
ally prolonged by the fact that the following Monday was a bank 
holiday, and on Friday, and even on Saturday, while Russia, 
Austria, Germany, and France were arming English holiday- 
makers of every class were hastening to the stations and the 
Channel ports in search of rest and pleasure. It was not surprising 
that foreign observers concluded that the country had determined 
to stand aside from the Continental war, and that Grey, who at 
the beginning of the week had taken an extremely pessimistic 
view of the situation, should shrink from taking action too far in 
advance of an indifferent public opinion and consider how best to 
restrain the warlike zeal of die Government departments, and that 
pacifist doctrinaires misinterpreted this calm as a determination 
to maintain peace at any price and hugged the illusion that they 
had the entire country on their side. 

Certain signs however enable us to interpret more correctly the 
temper of the nation. The minority of writers in the Press who 
regarded it as inevitable that England should enter the war in sup- 
port of Russia and France expresssed themelves cautiously and 
took care not to adopt a censorious attitude towards the Cabinet. 
On the other hand the measures of preparation for naval warfare 
which had been already adopted by the Admiralty on Monday 
morning had aroused no protest from the leading Liberal organs, 
and die more direct measures taken by the Cabinet on Wednesday 
were not made pubhc by the indiscretion of any journalist. Finally, 
when the Irish Amending Bill came up for discussion on Thurs- 
day, all parries — the Conservatives, Liberals, and Labour members 
of Great Britain, the Ulstermen and the Irish Nationahsts — agreed 
to adjourn the debate indefinitely, because, Asquith explained, it 
was essential that the country, ‘wliich has no interest of its own 
direedy at stake, should present a united front, and be able to 
speak and act with the authority of an undivided nation In the 
past no doubt there had been occasions when England had dis- 
played a more belligerent temper. In 1898 and 1899 for example 
pubhc opinion had pushed the Government into war. But the 
country had now returned to its normal state. Both instincriyely 
and deUberately the average Englishman distrusts the imagination. 

‘ H. of C.. July JO, 1914 (Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1914; jth Series, vol. Ixv, 
p. 1601). 
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He does not want to redouble a danger by the dread of it. So long 
as the situation was in the hands of the diplomatists, it was a duty 
to believe that they were sincere in their efforts to preserve peace, 
a duty moreover to believe success possible and to contribute to 
that possibility by giving the British Government the assistance 
of cdm and silence. 

But this calm and silence were carried so far that they became a 
hindrance instead of a help to the Government. There were 
moments when Grey wondered whether it would be possible to 
arouse the British public from its slumber and rally it to the cause 
of the mother country by declaring war. This was one reason for 
hesitation and even if it had not existed there were a host lof 
others, some common to all the Governments alike, others pecu- 
liar to the British. \ 

There was in the first place a fear which all the Governments 
felt and which made them shrink back when the moment arrived 
to declare war, the fear of revolution. In the latter part of the nine- 
teenth century Karl Marx’s great disciple and friend Friedrich 
Engels had foretold ‘a world war’ provoked by ‘Prussia-Germany’ 
‘of unsuspected length and violence’ during which ‘eight to ten 
million soldiers would slaughter each other and strip Europe bare 
like a swarm of locusts’. He predicted that ‘the artificial structure 
of commerce, industry, and finance would be destroyed and the 
irreparable chaos result in general bankruptcy; the old states and 
their traditional ideas would be overthrown, crowns would roll 
by dozens on the pavement and no one would pick them up, and 
the universal exhaustion would provide the conditions under 
which the working class would at last achieve victory’.^ Now, 
when Europe was at last -threatened by the immediate prospect 
of a general war, many people, judging from a considerable num- 
ber of signs — the first Russian revolution, the propaganda of 
revolutionary syndicalism, the growth of Marxian Socialism in 
Germany — were inclined to predict a world revolution in its train. 
On the very eve of the Austrian ultimatum, while President 
Poincare was visiting the Emperor of Russia, serious rioting broke 
out at Petersburg, with casualties extending To loss of life and the 
German Ambassador remarked with amusement that while the 
band of the Imperial Guard greeted Poincare at Krasnoid-S^lo 

^ Preface to a pamphlet by Dorkheim 1887 (quoted by Lenin). (Report on the Modifica- 
tions in the Party Programme, March 8, 1918, Works, voL xv, p. 149— French, tr.) 
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with the strains of the ‘Marseillaise’ the workers of the Petersburg 
suburbs were receiving a charge of the Cossack cavalry to the 
same accompaniment.^ In Great Britain the syndicalist leaders had 
indulged in too many outbursts of anti-patriotism not to alar m 
the ruling class. Might not the reply to a war or the economic 
crisis it would immediately provoke be that general strike of rail- 
waymen, transport workers and miners which had been thr^ at-pripfl 
for months past? And must we not attribute to considerations of 
this kind a share in the exphcit declaration of neutraUty made on 
July 26 by King George to Prince Henry of Prussia? May not the 
court have shrunk at first from being drawn into a revolutionary 
war opened by a regicide? ‘Be careful,’ Grey told the Austrian 
Ambassador, MensdorfF, when on July 23 the Ambassador came to 
prepare him for the despatch of the ultimatum, ‘a general war would 
be accompanied or followed by a complete collapse of European 
credit and industry in these days in great industrial States. This would 
mean a state of things worse than that of 1 848 ‘In the present temper 
of labour ,’ Lord Morley warned his colleagues a few days later almost 
in the same words, ‘the atmosphere of war cannot be friendly to order, 
in a democratic system that is verging on the humour of ’48.’® 

^ Count von Pourtales to Bethmann-Hollweg, July 24, 1914 (Die Deutschen Dokumente 
. . . vol. i, p. 207), Cf. Despatch by Count Bcrchtold, September 7-8, 1912: 'In Baldc- 
Port he had received the impression that Russia would pursue a peaceful policy for many 
years to cQpic. Herr Kokovtsov had determined to carry out an extensive economic pro- 
gramme. Moreover the Russian Premier was convinced of the very serious dangers which 
in view of the social situation in Russia foreign complications would involve.’ (Osterreich- 
Vn^arns Aussenpolitik . . . vol. iii, p. 415.) Sec further Prince von BQlow’s Memoirs (French 
trails., vol. ii, p. 291); ‘In May 1914 — in Rome I asked Kokovtsov the former Russian 
Prime Mimstcr who had just quitted ofEce, if he believed there would be a war and he 
answered without hesitation: “War? No. Unless you compel us, wc will not go to war. 
But I believe a revolution in Russia not only possible but likely.” ’ 

* Sir Edward Grey to Sir Maurice de Bunsen, July 23, 1914 (British Documents . . . vol. 
xi, p. 70). Cf. MensdorfF telegram from London, Jtily 23, 1914: ‘He (Sir Edward Grey) 
recognized the difficulty of our position and spoke very seriously of the gravity of the 
situation. If four great powers, Austria-Hungary, Germany, Russia and France became 
involved in war, the consequence for all intents and purposes would be the bankruptcy 
of Europe. No more credit would be obtainable, and the centres of industry would be 
plunged into a state of chaos, so that in many countries it would cease to matter which 
side was victorious when so many existing institutions had been swept away.’ (Osterreich- 
Utignms Aussenpolitik . . . vol. viii, p. 603.) For another summary of the same conversation 
also by MensdorfF see his despatch of July 29. (Osterreich-Ungams Aussenpolitik . . . vol. viii, 
p. 878.) MensdorfF concluded his despatch with the remark: ‘It made a great impression 
on my German colleague, a nervous man at the best of times.’ 

® Viscount Morley. Memorandum on Resignation, p. 5. Cf. H. of C., August 3, 1914, 
Wedgewood’s speech: ‘Starvation is coming in this country and the people are not the 
docile serfs that they were a hundred years ago. They arc not going to put up with starva- 
tion in this country. When it comes you will sec something far more important than a 
European War — you will see a revolution.* (Parliamentary Debates, Commons I9t4i 5^1^ 
Series, vol. Ixv, p. 1838.) 
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But to this fear of revolution and revolutionaries which the 
British Government shared with the government of every other 
country there was added in England another anxiety which no 
Continental government felt to die same degree, dread of seeing 
the machinery of exchange paralysed and that vast republic of 
, commerce and finance collapse which in peace time knew nothing 
of frontiers and was conterminous with the globe. On Tuesday 
the 28th the crisis which had already played havoc with all the 
exchanges of Europe reached the Stock Exchange and after it 
closed prices fell still further on the news that Austria had declared 
war on Serbia. After a shght recovery on Wednesday momirig 
the crisis went from bad to worse until on Friday the Stock 
Exchange Committee decided to close the Exchange until further 
notice. The supreme scandal had actually occurred which Norma^ 
Angell had pronounced improbable, indeed practically impossible, 
in the West — warhke passion had triumphed over organized finan- 
cial interests. It was, it is true, an infection caught from the East. 
Might not England prove the last bulwark of Western civihzation 
against the plague? Had she not still time to take the necessary 
steps to arrest its ravages at the Straits of Dover? While the 
British pubhc displayed to a tormented Europe the mask of their 
impassivity, the business world took action. The aged Lord Roths- 
child led the movement. For years, the consistent champion of an 
entente between England and ^rmany,^ he tried to bring pressure 
to bear upon the editorial staff of T/ie Times, and upon his relatives 
in Paris,® and he wrote to the Emperor William a letter of en- 
treaty, whose naivete is heartrending.® And in addition to all this 
in an attempt to influence the British Government he put himself 
at the head of a deputation from the City, which called on Lloyd 
George on Friday morning to urge him by preserving the neu- 
trahty ofEngland at all costs to save the country from disaster and 
possibly enable her to stretch out a helping hand to the Continent. 


^ ‘For a period extending over nearly forty years 1 have been personally acquainted 
with the different German ambassadors of the time, and this personal intimacy has allowed 
me on more than one occasion to be of service to the respective governments. What have 
we . . . not got in common with Germany? Nothing perhaps except their army and our 
navy. But a combination of the most powerful military nation with the mo.st powerful 
naval nation ought to be such as to command the respect of the whole world, and ensure 
imiversal peace.’ (Articles entitled ‘England and Germany’ in the collection which bears 
the same name and which was published in 1912, pp. 21-3.) 

* Henry Wickham Steed, Through Thirty Years, vol. ii, p. 8. 

® Die Deutschen Dokumente . . . vol. iii, pp. 77-8. The Emperor apoended the note: ‘An 
old and honoured acquaintance of mine ! Between 75 and 80 years ola !’ 
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The choice of leader aroused protest. The Morning Post and The 
Times depicted the crisis on the Stock Exchange as a device, en- 
gineered by the German-Jewish banks, to create a panic in the 
business world and paralyse the diplomatic and mihtary action 
of the Government, and at the Foreign Office itself Sir Eyre 
Crowe repeated the legend.^ But Lloyd George and Grey^* were 
impressed by Lord Rothschild’s action ; if the City was opposed to 
to war, would the country be in favour of it? 

We may add that in shrinking from the fuial decision the 
British Government did but give evidence of the same alarm 
which all the Governments of the Great Powers, with the excep- 
tion of Austria, felt at this juncture at the prospect of war as such 
with its horrors and dangers. The Emperor WilHam, after urging 
Austria forward for months, particularly during the last few 
weeks and still scornful, while he cruised off the coast of Norway, 
of Count Berchtold’s delays, suddenly took alarm and returned 
in haste to Berlin to embarrass the more warlike of his ministers 
by his nervousness. President Poincare, who in Petersburg before 
the Austrian ultimatum had done everything in his power to 
draw closer the bond which united France with Russia and had 
spoken in haughty terms to the Austrian Ambassador, had no 
sooner returned to his native country after the ultimatum when 
face to face with the immediate prospect of war he too became 
anxious and timid. Grey, the impassive architect of the ambiguous 
system of ententes, lost his impassivity when brutal reahties com- 
pelled him to speak in terms which could not be misunderstood.® 
in every capit^ the same dialogue was held between the cluefs 
of the army, the mouthpieces of fate, who demanded mobi- 
lization and the civil rulers who revolted against it and would fain 
beheve themselves still free to decide their course of action. And 
everywhere they submitted to fate, in Russia first, then in Ger- 
many, then in France, and finally in England. Is it surprising that 
England was the last to submit? On the contrary, should we not 
be surprised that her decision followed the French so closely ? For 

^ Memorandum by Sir Eyre Crowe, July 31, 1914 (British DocMrictits . . . vol. xi, p. 228). 

* Sec Grey’s remarks to Paul Cambon on the 31st: ‘The commercial and financial 
situation was exceedingly serious; there was danger of a complete collapse that would 
involve us and every one else in ruin; and it was pos.siblc that our standing aside might be 
the only means of preventing a complete collapse of European credit, in which we should 
be involved. This might be a paramount consideration in decidmg our attitude (Sir 
Edward Grey to Sir F. Bertie, July 31, 1914: ibid., vol. xi, pp. 226-27). 

• Harold Nicolson, Sir Arthur Nicohon, First Lord Carnock, pp. 4i9» 4^2. 
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her position was not the same as that of France. France had no 
choice but to prepare with more or less haste, and more or less 
efficiency for the inevitable day when Germany would declare 
war upon her. It was on the other hand certain that Germany 
woulcl never declare war on England. She would not allow 
Russia to crush Austria-Hungary and had made up her mind to 
crush France before attacking Russia. But she needed the neutral- 
ity of England. It was for the latter to abandon it, if she dared, by 
taking the responsibility of declaring war. She would take it, it 
was inevitable that she should: but it is one thing to submit to 
fate, another to make oneself fate’s active accomplice. j 


13 

How are we to summarize the history of these breathless days ? 
On the evening of Wednesday the 29th, the very day on which 
the news of the bombardment of Belgrade reached London, the 
Foreign Office was officially informed that the Russian Govern- 
ment had decided upon a partial mobihzation, while still holding 
out against the wishes of the army which demanded a general 
mobihzation. On the 30th vague reports were received from 
Germany that mobihzation had begun or was at any rate immin- 
ent. On the 31st in the late afternoon the Foreign Office was in- 
formed, almost simultaneously, that Russia had ordered a general 
mobihzation, that Austria had done the same, and that Germany 
had declared ‘a state of danger of war’ which constituted a pre- 
liminary mobihzation. At the same time, the German Govern- 
ment despatched a double ultimatum, to Russia, calhng upon her 
to revoke within eighteen hours the order to mobilize and to 
France, requiring her to pledge herself, within the same interval, 
to remain neutral. In case of refusal, war would be declared on 
both fronts. On Saturday August i, almost at the same moment, 
Germany and France ordered mobilization. Shortly afterwards, 
Germany declared war on Russia. 

Meanwhile, British diplomacy, though steadily retreating, per- 
sisted in seeking a peaceful solution of the dispute between Austria 
and Serbia. The Austrian army could no longer be prevented from 
occupying Belgrade. Even so, let the conquest go no further and 
Belgrade be occupied merely as a pledge until Serbia had accepted 
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the Austrian terms and then be evacuated. It was no longer pos- 
sible to hope that the Austrian army would be content with the 
occupation of Belgrade. Let it then advance farther but let Austria 
promise to respect in the last resort the sovereignty of Serbia. The 
German Government gave an official promise to England not to 
annex any European territory of France in the event of victory, to 
respect the neutraUty of Holland, and to restore to Belgium her 
territory intact, if she allowed the German army to cross it. On 
these terms England liad only to pledge herself to remain neutral 
and ‘a general pact of neutrality’ might be concluded between the 
two nations. Grey refused even to consider these promises. But 
three days later he aroused vain hopes in the mind of the German 
Emperor and his Chancellor by letting it be known that, if only 
Germany would abstain from attacking France, England would 
not intervene. On Thursday, Paul Cambon called at Downing 
Street to remind him of the letters exchanged in October 1912, 
and the undertaking then given by the British Government to act 
in concert with the French and deliberate in common upon the 
joint measures to be adopted by both Powers if the peace of 
Europe were seriously endangered. The following day, when the 
question had been discussed by the Cabinet, Grey replied that the 
Government could not at the moment bind itself by any pledge. 
The same evening a special messenger brought King George an 
autograph letter from President Poincare calling upon England 
to come to the aid of France in her danger. A long and courteous, 
but guarded, reply ended widi the words: ‘Events change so 
quickly that it is impossible to foresee their future developments. 

They changed quickly indeed. The deputation from the City to 
Lloyd George on Friday was in truth the first sign that the cham- 
pions of neutrahty were beginning to perceive that they no longer 
had the entire country behind them. And their anxiety must have 
been increased when they saw the Secretary for War calling up 
the special reserve, armed sentries making their appearance wher- 
ever there were depots or railway bridges and level crossings to 
be guarded,^ and the villages along the coast emptied of their 


1 Lord Ullswatcr. A Speaker’s Commetitary, voi i, p. i66. Cf. Sir Arthur Griffith Bos- 
cawen. Memories, p. 167: ‘Sir James Grierson had arranged to come and see us at work on 
the following Wednesday and lunch in Mess; but when Wednesday ^ 

received a message from him that things looked so threatening that he 
to the War Officl On the following Saturday precautionary 

and I received an order to send a detachment off at once to guard the seaplane sution at 
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fishermen whom the Admiralty had called up by what amounted 
to a secret mobilization.^ On Friday, in contravention of Grey’s 
express desire, hitherto strictly observed, that there should be no 
collective demonstration on the question of war, a number of 
Members of Parliament organized in the lobbies of the House of 
Commons a demonstration in favour of neutrahty. But it was a 
feeble affair.^ On Saturday the advocates of peace at any price 
took more definite action. Two committees to organize propa^ 
ganda on behalf of neutrahty were formed. They drew up two 
manifestoes for which they secured a number of important signa- 
tures among die pacifist intelhgentsia.® Would these signatori^ 
succeed in rousing the opinion of the country against the wat 
party? Perhaps with the simpheity characteristic of the Englisk 
propagandist they thought so. But it was very late in the day. ' 
On Friday, the most impetuous member of the Cabinet, 
Churchill, exasperated by his colleagues’ calm, made overtures to 
Bonar Law for the formation of a CoaUtion Cabinet in the event 
of a spht among the Liberals. Bonar Law however still hung 
back and would negotiate only with the Prime Minister in person. 
But in the afternoon of the following day, Saturday August i, 
the Opposition leaders, hastily summoned by a group of alarmed 
supporters, hurried back from the country and renouncing their 
week-end met at Lansdowne House to concert a joint approach 
to the Government. A letter was composed and despatched to the 
Prime Minister on Sunday morning in which the Opposition 
promised him its unreserved support in the crisis through which 
the country was passing.^ Its timely receipt strengthened Asquith’s 

Westgate.’ L. J. Maxse, ‘Retrospect and Reminiscence’ {National Review, vol. boci, p. 
746) : ‘The organizers of the British Expeditionary Force were decidedly ‘‘doing their bit” 
all the more because a genius among them had invented the phrase “precautionary 
period” wliich permitted certain measures to be taken on the ipse dixit of the Secretary 
of State, without reference to the Cabinet and without a dvilian realizing how important 
they were when time was the only thing that mattered.* For these measures of preliminary 
mobilization see further Robert Burden Haldane, An Autobiography, 276. 

1 Stephen Reynolds to Miss Jane Reynolds, August i, 1914: ‘1 expect you are very 
startled and womed over these threatemngs of war. It has hit us very nard here : for the 
British mobilization — newspapers to the contrary — is undoubtedly very complete; all our 
navy people are at sea and we don’t know where.’ {Letters of Stephen Reynolds, p. 191.) 

* Christopher Addison, Politics from Within, 1911-1918, void, p. 37. 

® Irene Cooper Willis, How we went into the War. A Study of Liberal Imperialism, p. 61. 

* Lord Beaverbrook, Politicians and the War, 1914-1916, pp. 22 sqq. — also for the cir- 
cumstances which led up to this step see L. S. Maxse ‘Retrospect and Reminiscence* 
{National Review, August 1918, vol. bexi, pp. 745 sqq.). Cf. Charles Roux, Trois Ambas- 
sadesjranfaises d la veille de la guerre, pp. 43-52, a lively account, unfortunately damaged by 
inaccuracies of detail, which on this point affords Maxse’s account the interesting sup- 
port of the author’s personal recollections. 
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position at a decisive moment. For that same morning the minis- 
ters were informed at a meeting of the Cabinet that Churchill 
with the approval of the Premier and some of his colleagues had 
taken the responsibiUty of ordering the mobihzation of the fleet. 
The majority of the Cabinet approved the step.^ The partisans of 
neutrahty who only a few days, perhaps even a few hours before, 
had cherished the illusion that the majority of the Government 
was of their opinion announced their intention to resign. 

Who were they? John Bums, a self-opinionated man and per- 
haps even more anti-French than pacifist. Lord Morley, a man of 
less violent temper who was obhged to recognize that the argu- 
ments of the war party were not always easy to answer and who 
disclaimed any desire to persuade his younger colleagues to follow 
his example. Nevertheless, an heir of Gladstone’s poHcy and a 
veteran of peace, the old man made it a point of honour not to 
take part in a war Cabinet in which he would hamper than rather 
help his colleagues.^ Neither ofthc two had the necessary prestige to 
become the leader of a Radical opposition against a Liberal Cabinet 
which had become a War Cabinet. Nor had Sir Jolin Simon who 
adopted their position, a skilful barrister, and an active politician 
but not a great statesman. But for a few hours the pacifists 
thought they had found a leader in the person of Lloyd George. 

At the beginning of the week Lloyd George is said to have 
inclined to the side of Grey and Churchill and had seemed disposed 
to adopt once more the belligerent attitude he had assumed once 
before, three years earlier, at the time of the Agadir crisis. But 
how could he forget that in the interval and indeed down to the 
very eve of the crisis provoked by the Austrian ultimatum® he had 

^ Winston S. Churchill, The World Crisis, 1911 - 1914 , p. 217. 

® ‘What should I be doing in a War Ministry?’ Words used by Morley on September 
13, 1914, and reported by J. H. Morgan. (John Viscount Morley, An Appreciation and 
some Reminiscences, p. 42.). 

® Sec his speech in the House of Commons on July 23, during the debate on the third 
reading of the Finance Bill : 'It is very difficult for our nation to arrest this very temble 
development* [of armaments]. ‘You cannot do it ... I realize that, but the encouraging 
symptom which I observe is that the movement against it is a cosmopolitan one and an 
interjiatioual one. Whether it will bear fruit tliis year or next year, that I am not sure of, 
but I am certain that it will come. I can sec signs, distinct signs, of reaction throughout the 
world. Take a neighbour of ours. Our relations arc very much better than they wer^ a 
few years ago. There is none of that snarling which we used to sec, more especially in the 
Press of those two great, I will not say rival nations, but two great Empires. The feeling 
is better altogether between them. They begin to realize they can co-operate for common 
ends and that the points of co-operation arc greater and more numerous and more impor- 
tant than the points of possible controversy.* (Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1914, 5th 
Series, vol. Ixv, pp. 7 ^ 7-8 ) 
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been the champion of a rapprochement with Germany and dis- 
armament. It was therefore only natural that on Friday he should 
have been affected by the deputation from the City and made 
liimself its advocate in the Cabinet. An eye witness describes him 
following 'with his thumb the course of the Meuse Valley on a 
map of Belgium and asking his colleagues if it were really worth 
while going to war to prevent the German army taking that 
routc.^ Then he appears once more to have hesitated. On Saturday 
he denied that in laying the arguments of the City financiers be- 
fore the Cabinet he had intended to make them his own, and his 
frequent talks with Churchill alarmed Lord Morley.^ His moral 
repute had been shaken by the Marconi scandal, his great Insurance 
Act had aroused inevitable dissatisfaction, his programme of land 
reform was hanging fire, his Budget for the current year had just 
ended in a fiasco, and the Irish crisis would involve for liim, as for 
other Enghsh statesmen, nothing but mortification. The unexpec- 
ted outbreak of a great European war opened new prospects in 
which he must take his bearings within a few hours. It was an 
anxious problem for a man of his imaginative and impressionable 
temperament, a decision in which his career as well as his con- 
science was at stake. On Sunday morning he joined Bums, 
Morley, and Simon in upholding the pohey of ncutrahty. 

The same evening, when the Cabinet reassembled, Bums defi- 
nitely resigned. At Asquith’s request Lord Morley consented to 
keep the matter open until Monday morning. Next day he re- 
signed. But Simon, and what was a more serious blow for the 
supporters of neutrahty, Lloyd George, remained in the Cabinet. 
There was no longer in any real sense a Liberal split. There were 
simply two resignations from the Cabinet, whose importance was 
moral, rather than pohtical and a third, Charles Trevelyan’s, in 
the subordinate ranks of the Ministry. The great Liberal organs 
continued for a day longer to kick against the pricks. But the 
entire party was being swept along by the current which was 
bearing the nation into war. 

^ Lord Beaverbrook, Politicians and the War, p. 29. 

^ His biographer, J. Hugh Edwards, depicts him writing on Saturday evening a letter 
to one of his fellow ministers in which he protested with the utmost vigour against the 
entry of England into the war and then keeping the letter in his pocket as the result of a 
conversation with the Belgian minister who had suddenly converted him to the cause of 
war. But is not the incident misdated and should it not be placed on the evening of Sunday, 
August 2? (J. Hugh Edwards, The Life of David Lloyd George, vol. iv, p. 21 1.) 
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The best way to explain this decision, made almost instan- 
taneously by milhons, will perhaps be to go back to the conversa- 
tions between Grey and Gambon on Friday. ‘Up to the present’, 
Grey declared ‘we did not feel, and public opinion did not feel, 
that any treaties or other obligations of this country were in- 
volved.’ But he added that ‘further developments might alter this 
situation,’ and that the preservation of the neutrahty of Belgium 
might prove an important factor, deciding England to enter the 
war.^ And almost immediately after Gambon left him he officially 
asked the two Governments of Berlin and Paris for a pledge to 
respect Belgian neutrahty. Paris gave it at once, Berhn refused. 
England was therefore morally, if not even juridically, bound to 
declare war on Germany. Nevertheless, on Saturday when Lich- 
nowsky asked Grey whether, if Germany gave an undertaking not 
to violate Belgian neutrahty, England would promise to remain 
neutral, he rephed: ‘I cannot say that; our hands are still free.’* For 
he had just seen Gambon who had pressed him even more insis- 
tently than the day before. Moreover, an exceedingly close tie 
united the French and British navies. France, relying on her 
agreement with England, had transferred her entire naAry to the 
Mediterranean, leaving the defence of her northern coast to the 
British fleet. How then could England without dishonour, indeed 
without confessing that she was no longer a first-class power, 
allow her fleet to look on while the German navy made itself 
master of the Ghannel, sank the French mercantile marine, and 
bombarded the French ports? This was the question Grey laid 
before his colleagues on Sunday morning and it was his answer 
to it which secured the assent of the majority against the still for- 
midable opposition of a group of dissidents of which Lloyd George 
seemed likely to take the lead. Was this then the immeiate cause 
of England’s entrance into the war ? But next day Sir Edward 
Grey was informed that the German Government which had 
declared war on France would undertake not to allow its men-of- 


> Sir Edward Grey to Sir F. Bertie July 30, 1914 (British Diplomatic Documents . . . vol. 

”’>'si?Edward Grey to Sir Edward Goschen August 1914 . 

HD 260-61^ Cf Prince Lichnowsky to the Minister for Foreign Affairs, August i, 1914. 
JLL't^eWadd. in coricludon/^ returned cons^tly to the que^n o^Belgun 
neutraHty which in his opinion would in any case play a very important part. ( 
Deutschen Dokummle . . . vol. iii, pp. 89-510.) 
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war to enter the Channel, and England declared war all the same.^ 
We are therefore driven back to the conclusion that the factor 
which determined irrevocably the patriotic insurgence of the 
nation was in fact the despatch on Sunday evening of the German 
ultimatum to Belgium, followed on Monday morning by the 
appeal of the King of the Belgians to the King of England, asking 
for his diplomatic intervention. But we must understand why the 
German invasion of Belgium possessed this decisive importance. 

In the first place, the violation of Belgian neutraHty by the 
German army, if it enabled Germany to win in France a Napo- 
leonic victory, would mean, whatever pledges the German 
Government might have given, the annihilation of Belgium as a 
nation. The war therefore in the West assumed from the very first 
the character it possessed in the Balkans and the Danube valley of 
a war in which the principle of nationahty was at stake. There was, 
however, a difference between western and south-eastern Europe. 
In the latter case, the nation Austria was preparing to destroy was 
a focus of rebeUion which sought by revolution and assassination 
to Hberate the Yugo-Slavs at present subject to Hungarian or 
German rule — in other words, to change the existing territorial 
arrangement. In the west on the contrary the nation attacked 
was innocent of any annexationist ambitions or intrigues against 
Germany and its existence guaranteed by international treaties, 
constituted in the fullest sense an integral part of the European 
territorial arrangement. To go to the assistance of Belgium was 
therefore to embark upon a conservative not a revolutionary war, 
a war to protect at once the principle of nationaUty, the established 
order, and the sanctity of treaties. But if Belgium had not been so 
close to the British coast would England have been stirred so 
powerfully, or rather would she ever have guaranteed Belgian 
ncutrahty? If the English were disposed to regard the indepen- 
dence of Belgium as the keystone of the European balance of 
power, it was because her very existence was in a sense a master- 
piece of British diplomacy. By creating Belgium England had 

^ H. of C., August 3, 1914, Sir Edward Grcy*s speech ; . Things move very hurriedly 
from hour to hour. Fresh news comes in, and I cannot give tins in a very formu way; but 
I understand that the German Government would be prepared, if wc would pledge, our- 
selves to neutrality, to agree that the fleet would not attack the Northern Coast of France. 

I have only heard that shortly before 1 came to the House, but it is far too narrow an 
engagement for us. And, Sir, there is the more serious consideration — becoming more 
serious every hour — there is the question of the neutrality of Belgium.’ (Parliamentary 
Debates, Commons 1914; 5th Scries, vol. Ixv, p. X8i8,) 
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intended to make it finally impossible for the greatest European 
power — France formerly, Germany at present — to occupy Ant- 
werp and thus permanently threaten the mouth of the Thames 
with its navy. The Belgian question had further complicated a 
situation already bristling with thorny problems, the south-eastern 
problem of nationahty, the western problem of armed peace, and 
the naval rivalry between E ngl an d and Germany. British foreign 
policy was less concerned than one might suppose to preserve the 
balance of power in Europe. What she would not permit — and the 
entire nation was instinctively of the same mind — ^was that the 
strongest military power in Europe, now also the strongest naval 
power on the Continent, should endanger England’s naval supre- 
macy by establishing what would amount to a European balance 
of power at sea. 

On Monday morning the Government decided to follow up 
the mobilization of the navy by mobilizing the army. Lord Hal- 
dane offered to return to the War Office, at which for six years 
he had accompHshed so much for miUtary reorganization. The 
Premier, whom a political accident had placed at the War Office, 
was dchghted to make way for him. Did Haldane wish, as has 
often been said and is possible in spite of his denials, to become 
once more the official Secretary of State for War? Could he have 
failed to understand that his famous visit to Berhn rendered him 
suspect to the pubUc? Nevertheless, from the strictly professional 
point of view he was perhaps the only man who could save the 
Wat Office from the confusion which prevailed. For at the very 
moment of mobihzation no one at the War Office, it would 
appear, knew what use to make of the men being called to the 
colours, whether they should be despatched immediately to 
France, or kept for imperial defence or whether the plan long 
cherished by the Admiralty should be adopted, the fleet des- 
patched to win a new Trafalgar and an invasion organized at 
some point on the German coast.^ One thing at least was certain, 
there would be war. 


> According to Lord Beaverbrook {PolUid<ms and the War. PP- 43 .sqq). 
hesitated tHder the despatch of the expeditionary force. 

bv Lord Grey of Failodon (Sir Edward Grey) m his speech at Modon on Augurt Z3, 
1028- 'When^he crisis came he alone among the cirihans, according to my recollection, 
was at ^ce ^s^edly for sending the whole of the Expeditionary »b'o^ 
rtelyXwfog himse^ to be as pLnpt -d courageous in amon « he had^c» 

■K rJAu of urf (Q— ' 
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This was what Grey explained in the afternoon to the House of 
Commons. His speech, cool, restrained, and devoid of rhetoric 
won the almost unanimous assent of the House. A handful of paci- 
fists, not one of whom represented a party or even a group pro- 
tested. ‘What is the use’, asked Ramsay MacDonald, ‘of talking 
about coming to the aid of Belgium, when, as a matter of fact, 
you are engaging in a whole European war which is not going to 
leave the map of Europe in the position it is in now?’^ They re- 
ceived a courteous hearing from an audience coldly hostile. In the 
streets the crowd were singing patriotic songs, and the young 
men gathering in queues outside the recruiting stations. Ncxtj 
morning, the Prime Minister, without troubling to consult the 
Cabinet and confident of the silent support of the entire country, \ 
authorized Grey to send Sir Edward Goschen a telegram calling ‘ 
upon the German Government to pledge itself before midnight 
to respect the neutrality of Belgium. What reply could be given? 
The invasion of Belgium had already begun. Night fell. England 
entered the war. 

Review, Jinuaiy 1929, vol. ccxlu, p. 18) writes as follows: ‘Not only were all the civilians 
for nursing the Expeditionary Force to defend our shores, but so were even some of the 
soldiers. I have high authority for saying that Lord Roberts, who, as I know, was called 
in by the Cabinet, wished to hold the Expeditionary Force back, believing then, as he did, 
in the possibility of immediate invasion. As for Lord Kitchener, invasion was to him, as 
a former member of the Army Council recently expressed it to me, an “obsession” to the 
very end.’ And finally it is contradicted by Lord Haldane himself whose statement is 
explicit and detailed : ‘I need hardly say that there was never the slightest foundation for 
the suggestion preseiidy to be launched that I had wished to delay the sending of the 
Expeditionary Force. 1 had desired to send off all the six divisions from the outset. Careful 
consultation with the Admiralty had made it plain that they would guarantee that there 
would be no pracucal possibihty of senous invasion, and after the War was over I ascer- 
tained that the Germans had never thought seriously of attempting it. In the afternoon of 
Monday (the 3rd) the Prime Minister had asked me to summon a War Council, and to 
select those who should attend. Among others 1 summoned Lord Roberts and Lord 
Kitchener, who happened to be in London. The Council proved a little timid about inva- 
sion, and did not like the idea of all the six divisions leaving the country, but it decided 
that four should go at once and that the Efth should follow ... Sir John French and I 
wanted all the six to start, but we were in a ininonty. There was available, as we pointed 
out, a scventli, the sections of which would have to be brought in part from Egypt.* 
(R. B. Haldane, An Autobiography, pp. 277-8.) 

^ Parliamentary Debates, Commons 1914, 5th Scries, vol. Ixv, p. 1830. 
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